K 42] 

No. 42] 


'if ffrtft, arogart 15—awqsiT 21, 2006, trrfW/anf^f^23—anffcR 29,1928 

NEW DELHI, OCTOBER 15—OCTOBER 21, 2006, SATURDAY/ASVINA 23—ASVINA 29,1928 


vnr tiisMi ^Trft ftp <is 4«<*> Ttstr^iT 77% 

Separate Paging is given to this Part in order that it may be filed as a separate compilation 




*TRH <U4»U 


(Other than the Mfaustty dhdencr) 


^1^,29^1,2006 

m. aar. 4061 .-wati wi (i 

^3#) aifaforc, 1971 (1971 40) ctf *IK1 $m W$ 

Tifeff inm, Udsgw , jfNf wft 

(!) -=ff«Rf 3?^F5BrCt^f?r«rR^^TFSRf^RT 
Eft ?fr ■# EiftE ^BW[1 3lNW$ 

■3R# t ?wr srrt ^e ifrffc w E?f&m 

(2) ^' fiifiRvt aNfmR rc^ ritoi3if •£ ritat 

m f&m n 37twir ^ ^ 


srferft 


TCTTEft 

TTCSFTCt Tlf^FRf E»t $f*Fn 7T*H 


3FT7 *Wft(l«iW>V TfWl(#im)#^^f^ 

TJ9 3^5, «*•«{) u ffspf T $feTC? EeT^ *jf*T 
fcm ^ MR«Mf«W! t 

[^t. it. ^ii-i/2(k)6-w-i(?a^)-T5R^-4ti^-in] 

tn?. TjaRH^FT, 3T37 *i(qq 


; ’ ? ■; MBN^mirbr riome affairs 

. . New Delhi, the'29th June, 2006 

- 'tir* ‘&£ 1 lh/< ‘ •'• _ i ' _ '_ ; *'v 1 _1-. 


SbcffortSbfthe Public Premises (Eviction of Unauthorized 
Occupants) Act, 1^71 (40of 1971), theCentral Government 
htS’eby appoints the officer mentioned in column (1) of the 
Table belpw, bemgGazetted Officer of the Government, to 
be Estate Officer for the purposes of the said Act, and 
fiudfef directs that the said officer shall exercise the powers 
conferred and perform die duties imposed, on estate officer 
by or under the ' said Act in respect of public premises 
under the oontrol or occupation *>f the Central Reserve 
PoliceForce within theiimits of jurisdiction specified in 
Column (2) of the said fable. 


TABLE 


Designation of the 
Officer r; r 


Categories of public 
premises and local limits 
of jurisdiction . v 

~ • 

Premises of land and assets 
belonging to the Central 
Reserve Police Force at 
Rambagh, Srinagar 


Additional Deputy . |. Premises of land and assets 

Inspector Genial of belonging to the Central 

Police, Group Centre, Reserve Police Force at 

CptitealRescrve Police Rambagh, Srinagar 

Force, Srinagar. 

iril¥ l ' [F. No. A-II-1/2006-Admn-I (SNR)-MHA-PF. Ill] 
H.K. SUANTHANG, Under Secy. 


.1188 GI/2006 


(8829) 
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14fT TnTTFRT 

(anffot fSmrr) 

(4f%qwrq) 

5 3T^R, 2006 

■g?T.3E. 4062.4k 4qr ( 3Fpft 4^) 3tfa- 
4m, 1959 qft m 26^4^-^171 (2^) ^ft 737*1 ^rfHcT *3KT 
25 qft SR-WR (1 ) ^ft 73^ (TVS) ^ft 3FJTO 4, 

^k ( $ft qfqroqrf qr^q^ -q^r, f44q w^, 

t4<i =iV< sqqr (4hH^<l), 74^447 sftqr 4f3l^ 

^ft ^4+i< cb4^iU'4t 4 4 atfirqmT ^ftt rnfte 4 4fq 7t4 3 ft 
faq; 3**raT Wmq ^q 4 ^r4 ^rof4qq4 ^ 
fq^qq 4ft 37*raT ^qft t4z Ir^- zm qftik ft q^faq* 
^4 tf 4 <re», ft ft q?ft ft, ftz 4ft ftft ftrp? ft 
4 fftu4> ft m 4 mft ti 

[mq. 15/3/2006“3TF| 3TR] 

t4?t 3737 ; qfm 

MINISTRY OF FINANCE 
(Department of Economic Affairs) 

(Banking Division) 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S. O. 4062. —In pursuance of clause (ca) of Sub¬ 
section (1) of Section 25 read with Sub-section (2A) of 
Section 26 of the State Bank of India (Subsidiary Banks) 
Act, 1959, the Central Government hereby appoints Shri 
Shankerbhai Bhaghubhai Patel, Special Assistant, State 
Bank of Saurashtra, Surat (Begumpura), as Director on the 
Board of State Bank of Saurashtra from amongst the 
employees of State Bank of Saurashtra, who are workmen, 
for a period of three years from the date of notification or 
until his successor is duly appointed or till he ceases to be 
a workman employee of the State Bank of Saurashtra, 
whichever is earlier. s 

[F.No. 15/3/2006-ER] 
RAMESH CHAND, Under Secy. 

ft fftft, 10 2006 

33.377. 4063.-qKftqftz4q7 37fftftiq 1955(1955 
3TT 23)^4 SIFT 19 ^^5(33) 20^4^q-^RT(l) 

Sk! H'Vfl VifcKi<4i qq yftl <*kd l^r, eft’ll <4 qTftfa (fti4 

4 qiFn?f qft ft ft ftftr (wr 

ftfa : 16-06-1950), qftl fft7f37, ftz 4ft qfftq^, ft) 
■ii'ti qqqR iis«i qft ftt ni<l<a 4, ’Sqftt 3ft4qRcii ftt m<l<a , 
W 30 20 1 0 E5F 37*731 SFl^T 37lftl ft4 7FF, ^d4 4 ft 
ftq^ft, 24050-650-26000 qrqtT ft <^ddHld 4, qiftqftz 
4 qr ft qftr R<yi=h ft qq qr fftqq wt ii 

[qq. 4. 8/03/2006-ftft-1 ] 
ft. ft. fftr, ^qqfm 


New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S.O. 4063 —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Section 19 and Sub-section (1) of Section 
20 of the State Bank of India Act, 1955 (23 of 1955), thp Central 
Government, after consultation with the Reserve Bank of 
India, hereby appoints Shri Yogesh Agarwal (DOB : 
16-06-1950) Managing Director, State Bank of Patiala as 
Managing Director, State Bank of India in the pay scale of 
Rs. 24050-650-26000 with effect from the date of his taking 
charge, till the date of his superannuation i.e. up to 
30th June, 2010 or until further orders, whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 8/03/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

ftf^ft, 10 2006 

^rr.3TT. 4Q64.-<l^4^dfq7 (qqqtftqftft^qftl) 
Tftft, 1970/1980 ft 735 3 ft m-7sT5 (I) ftft 735 8 ft 

m -735 (I) ftTim qfeq4ftqq4 ftqft (^q-mfqq srftr 
qftftm) ftftm, 1970/1980 ftt m 9 ftt^jq-m (3) 
ft 735 (ft> vifftrft qq qftn qrft irq, -^#4 

wta 4 qrmi qr^, M.d^i/1, 

?ft4t. MHKWd (qpqfftfsT: 6-8-1949), 'ffeqq 

^f°h ^>1 mOo 431 

2009 3rfi|qlttcii yiRi qft di(l<st ciqt •SPraT 

3ft4 stt^t ^ wx, ^t 4 4 qft 4t q?4 4t, 4fq/ 

4 22050-500-24050 Wi; ^ <=ldWl 4 fd^T* 

(4>i4qicd4i fd^i4> ^ft^q 4 dwT^) ^^q4-fd^TqFcftfi 

[qq. 4. 8/03/2006-4(34-1] 

qft. 4r. f4F, ^q qfe 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S. O. 4064. — In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Sub-section (3) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisiton and Transfer of Undertakings) Act, 
1970/1980, read with sub-clause (1) of clause 3, sub-clause 
(1) of clause 8 of the Nationalized Banks (Management and 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980, the Central 
Government, after consultation with the Reserve Bank of 
India hereby appoints Shri V. Sanathanaraman, (DoB : 
6-8-1949) General Manager, Indian Bank, as a whole time 
Director (designated as Executive Director) Bank of Baroda 
in the pay scale of Rs. 22050-500-24050 from the date of his 
taking over charge of the post and until further orders or 
till the date of his superannuation i.e. upto 31st August, 
2009 whiche ver is earl ier. 

[F. No. 8/03/2006-BO-I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 

11 3T3t£trc, 2006 

cFT.3TT. 4065.— <i b ilqdjd 4^ y=hM <5Hqq) 

■Fffa, 1970/1980 ^ 9(2) ^ (33) eft FTC 

qfeq ^Rt>cbk1 =t>Hd1 (qq 3qqfq q^ 4d< y i) srfqfqqq, 
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1970/1980 *IRT 9 ^MITCT (3)W ?RT3Rrf ^1 

'5T ? Tt T T =h<d ^vsfcf ^K^K, ®f^ ITTR^f «f> 

t^rt, ^ ^ (2) 3 

^f=Kl4t Stfa^ni "5nTt s?ft tli<l<g "3>t 

swm 3FTc4T 3H^T <T3>, ¥$ 3 ^ tft ^ W! 

( 1 ) 3 <i^r^d imm M 3 

3i*i=hifcnct> ^-«<°hi0 fa^fl't* "3> "4 -iiD^cl ^ :— 

UUuft 

( 1 ) ( 2 ) 

^dl^NK 9ft ^T, qr=hld2«d, 

118,^^?!^, 3?m-282010 
9ft TTq. Tfe ten, ^rafe, 
68, 7 PTtf^ 

^fWT Ifo 3TTO *fe*IT 9ft c&. T^T. sftftfTRH, 

H*|>|<j£2, “TR^ft ftcl'W" 
47/i,^5??n^te,^t w, 
^=^-600017 

[ T Fl U 9/30/2005-^ft 3ft~I] 
*ft. *ft fiHF, 4MUfa«t 
New Delhi, the 11th October, 2006 

S.O. 4065. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Sub-section (3)(g) of Section 9 of the 
Banking Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of 
Undertakings) Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (b) of 
clause 9(2) of the Nationalized Banks (Management and 
Miscellaneous Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980 the Central 
Government, after consultation with Reserve Bank of India, 
hereby nominate the persons specified in column (2) of the 
table below as part time non-official Director under 
Chartered Accountant category, on the Boards of the Banks 
specified in column (1) of the said Table for a period of 
three years with effect from the date of notification and/or 
until further orders, whichever is earlier:— 

TABLE 


(1) 

(2) 

Allahabad Bank 

Shri Ashok Jain, Chartered 
Accountant. 

118, Jaipur House, 

Agra-282 010 

Indian Overseas 

Shri M. Ravindra Vikram, 

Bank 

Chartered Accountant, 68, 


Gunrock Enclave, 

. - ■ 

Secunderabad 

Union Bank of India 

Shri K.S. Sreenivasan, 

Chartered Accountant, 


“Rajalakshmi Niwas” 47/1, 
Sadullah Street, T. Nagar, 
Chennai-600017 


[F. No. 9/30/2005-BO. I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


10 2006 

^jT. 3IT. 4066.WlF faehlB 4'^ 
1989 (1989^139) 9KT (6) 3’MSRT (2) 
^ Wt (6) ^ (1) ^ (TS) sm 

3KtT VlfodflT Tpfm "glT, T&fm W^R, 'RrT^gRT 9ft 
<l«h*l falft, "5134 'HKdlq tq=h|fR 

4'1 c h '^t 4 , TR il^°l dlfto ft ^ft 

srafft ^ 3f«icTf apicn 30 ^t ^ft ftt i\, 

22050-500-24050 'MKdHi 

■jfodfchfr fH^ 1 4> (39 WT fd^ l 4) ?^f ft HlMlf<*£) 
^ ft ^rft t I 

[■qq. ft. 3/3/2004-3TTftrq»-I] 
TTR. TTT^ 3TcTt TTf^ 
New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S.O. 4066.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (b) of Sub-section (1) of Section (6) read with 
Sub-section (2) of Section (6) of the Small Industries 
Development Bank of India Act, 1989 (39 of 1989), the 
Central Government hereby appoints Shri Rakesh Rewari, 
Chief General Manager, Small Industries Development Bank 
of India (SIDBI) as a Whole Time Director (Designated as 
Deputy Managing Director), in the Pay scale of Rs. 22050- 
500-24050 in SIDBI for a period of four years from the date 
of his taking over charge of the post or until further orders, 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 3/3/2004-EF-1] 
M. SAHU, Under Secy. 

12 2006 

^T.3TT. 4067. -farT , 3fffe faWPT, 

’qHFT qft fH'li'ti 01-06-2006 ^f MRO TT^SPTq, *TFT II, 


(ii) 4Wf7M, 1^TT4v 01-06-2006 ^ 
smTWFT 3#TC£eRT Ml ^T.33T. 843 ( 31.) R zrfWf, 




*!) rO'TRFT 

^ 3#4^fcf 
fqrqTTpqT 

Tp3 ;4r x <m +FJ/T! 

qfl 'STTO. 


I, ^ 14 

mtZ 1JTRF1 

Trwbn 

^3 2, 14 



T& 15 


( 3TrH^"cri 

4, 19 





2 FflU 

4, qfei so - 

3xnK^f 

(f^ w -m) 




[Tl U 1/4/2006- -:*IFnM] 


Trq.^. -WTtfcra 




8832 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 21,2006/ASVINA 29.1928 


[Part H — Sec. 3(ii)] 


CORRIGENDUM 

New Delhi, the 12th October, 2006 

S. O. 4067.—In partial modification of Ministry of 
Finance, Department of Economic Affairs, Banking 
Division’s Extraordinary notification No. S.0.843(E) dated 
1 -6-2006 published in the Gazette of India, Part II, Section- 
3, Sub-section (ii) dated the 1st June, 2006, the following 
changes (in the English version) may be read as under: 


As notified Page and line To be read as 

Number 


1 Hoshangabad 

Page 5 Line 

Kshetriya 

Kshetriya Gram in 

No. 3 & 16 

Gramm Bank, 

Bank 

Page 6 Line 
No. 1 and 2 

Hoshangabad 

(name of the 

Page 7 Line 


transferor bank) 

No. 22 


2 Umari 

Page 7 Line 

Umari a 

(Name of the 
District) 

No. 25 



[F.No. 1/4/2006-RRB] 
M.K. MALHOTRA, Under Secy. 


13 3J^C,2006 

<ST3TT. 4068.—(W*I "3WU 

1970/1980 ^ ms 9(2) (73) ^ TITO 

1970/1980 ^fft 9 3?ft :JWTT (3)(^) £KT KtT TTfaptf 
vm ^rm totr, ^ ^ wrI 

^ ^ Ud^K'l, ^ 70T°fr ^ (2) 

fePfe qf ^ 3Rf%r?J^FTT ■3TRt opt <TRt73 3ft TTfa 

op) apifa ^ aflvaro^n srnvTr stt^t Fnft 7ft ^rt 

*ft wt Fi; ( i ) 3 fafafe Tps^itctjd Ir^f ift 

£oft 3 ^-rrcfkI fn^i* ^ ^ 4 

-lllnd ■§■ :~ 

biujR 

0) 1 0 


3TRJT 4Nr 

3ft 

4)NK^h 3ft 
3ft 


9ft 3P£T TOI ttft, Rch i ^fe , 
4I'4K J <l-s, "5^7 

WT F+^iW T<TT, 

1372, nz, fftftM 10006 
9ft W RT^, T^U ^TZiz, 

168, Tttar fftFR, ^ W-110003 
9ft 3W7«ftd ftfrST, 

11, TtptfR RMrlb'-H, PR.ft. 

3ft, ft fftvil- 110030 
9ft Ttr. Tfsr, Rfft glid'd, 
^-218,ETftd,ftfftftM 10017 
t\. ftft RRRfR Tpa , ^sti TToFT ftft, 
‘‘ftftftcR” 43/1, ft^ft 5F7R, 
3 J lvil7-56001 1 
[RH. ft 9/30/2005V5ft3ft-I] 
ft.ft. 1w, Rfftl 


New Delhi, the 3 3th October, 2006 

S.O. 4068.—In exercise of the powers conferred 
by Sub-section (3)(g) of Section 9 of the Banking 
Companies (Acquisition and Transfer of Undertakings) 
Act, 1970/1980, read with sub-clause (b) of clause 9(2) of 
the Nationalized Banks (Management and Miscellaneous 
Provisions) Scheme, 1970/1980 the Central Government, 
after consultation with Reserve Bank of India, hereby, 
nominate the persons specified in column (2) of the table 
below as part time non-official Director under Chartered 
Accountant category, on the Boards of the Banks specified 
in column (I) of the said table for a period of three years 
from the date of notification and/or until further orders, 
which ever is earlier 


TABLE 


— m - 

(2) 

Andhra Bank 

Shri Anup Prakash Garg, Chartered 
Accountant, 

Dawa Bazar, MY Road, Indore. 

Bank of India 

Shri Kamal Kishore Gupta, 

Chartered Accountant, 

1372, Kashmere Gate, Delhi-110006 

Canara Bank 

Shri Ajay Mathur, Chartered 
Accountant, 

168, Gol f Links, New Delhi-110003. 

Bank of Baroda 

Shri Amarjit Chopra, Chartered 
Accountant, 

11, Empre Estate, Sultanpur, M.G. 
Road, New Delhi-110030. 

Corporation Bank 

Shri S. Ravi, Chartered Accountant, 
D-238, Saket, New Delhi-110017. 

Indian Bank 

Dr. Gundmi Sudhakar Rao, 
Chartered Accountant. 
“Sriniketan” 43/1, 5th Cross, 
Jayanagar, 1st Block, Bangalore- 
560011. 


[F. No. 9/30/2005-BO-1] 
GB. SINGH, Dy. Secy. 


ft fftvft, 16 2006 

eFT.STT. 4069.—ftft ftk illftWl 3ft 
aftftftTR, 1981 ftt RTTT 7 ftT7JR-qTIT (2) ftRWRfol W\ 

6 ftft ^T-qm (1 ) ft 7^ (Tf) £RT wm 

Rftt ftftft 7T33FT7, RTTcfft fftft 3ft ft Wft 

U.d^KI, 5^ cT«3T ^Rrffq 

^ ^ ^ ^ ^ftiTcft ?lf?T WfftTFR 

TJ^TT °fft dTTftsf ^ 33T^T d'ti, "^ft ^ft ^1, 

3^7 Ul4]u| fqcbm INt (d!<4T^) ^ Fl^l^ ®ft^ $ 
^ ^9 ^Flfar 43Tcft ^ I 

[m E. 7/4/2004-^t3ft-I] 
33ft. Wt. fm,in-TfaQ 
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New Delhi, the 16th October, 2006 

S.O. 4069. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
by clause (c) of sub-section (1) of section 6 read with sub¬ 
section (2) of section 7 of the National Bank for Agriculture 
and Rural Development Act, 1981, the Central Government, 
in consultation with Reserve Bank of India, hereby 
nominates Shri Lakshmi Chajid, Retd. IAS and Smt. Shashi 
Rekha Rajagopalan from the Central Board of Reserve Bank 
of India as directors on the Board of Directors of National 
Bank for Agriculture and Rural Development (NABARD), 
from the date of notification and until further orders 
whichever is earlier. 

[F. No. 7/4/2004-BO.I] 
G.B. SINGH, Dy. Secy 
(*n5rc*rf%T) 

4% Tn^fT wraite 

9 2006 

(Sn^BT) 

^T.3?T.4070.-3mm 3lf4%, 1961 (1961 ^T43) 

41*mr 138 4 %-*trt (l) 4%s (*») 4^9-33^ (ii) 
4 3^m<rH 4 % TOFK 4 

1% 41 foftpfe %1 i i 

[3%rc259T4. 284/2006/ X FT.'"B. 225/9/2006-3*%.-II] 

(Department of Revenue) 

CENTRAL BOARD OF DIRECT TAXES 
New Delhi, the 9th October, 2006 
(INCOME TAX) 

S.O. 4070. —In pursuance of sub-clause (ii) of clause 
(a) of sub-section (1) of section 138 of the Income-tax, 
1961, (43 of 1961), the Central Government hereby specifies 
Director General, Employees’ State Insurance Corporation, 
India for the purpose of the said sub-clause. 

[Notification No. 284/2006/F. No.225/9/2006-ITA-II] 
RENU JAUHRL Director 

S I Rctlq 3*4 iWIeW 

.%ft, 12 2006 

3*.3CT. 407l.-3rtmi 3%rf%, 1983 41 *TK1 3 41 
39-3KT (1 ) ]JRT 3RRT 3* 31% % 1R, % 

TOBR, kd^SKI flfr 9TO 51.31.4 (3%T : 83) 41 

3I3T41 ’TOfa 9*4 tfeHcfq 4 4 2006 4 4 

3TF7T91 3u^f) 4 firm, ’3r3f^RT H5l*K$l1 4 4 fii^+cl 

«b<dl ^1 

[4.^-35013/1/2006-%] 

4. 39-yPrlo| 

MINISTRY OF OVERSEAS INDIAN AFFAIRS 

New Delhi, the 12th October, 2006 

S.O. 4071. —In exercise of the powers conferred 
under Section .3, Sub-section (1) of the Emigration Act, 


1983, the Central Government hereby appoints Sh. Jagadananda 
Panda, IAS (OR: 83) as Protector General of Emigrants in the 
Miniastry of Overseas Indian Affairs with effect from the 
forenoon of 4th October, 2006 until further orders. 

[No. A.-35013/1/2006-PA] 
S.K KHURANA, Dy Secy. 

■ 1 - ---*-!-—-C-— 

mm 5 -31# fcTOriT 

5^, 12 2006 

Tm.m. 4072.- M<*o»j ^5 rf srf*ri%, 1962 41 m 21 
4 RwqfeT (ftf%r4%) Fi4*n«wT, 2004 4 

fwr 2 4 39-1% ( 1 ) 4 T3Z (^) 3J^oT. 94 
^ 41 1 %ft 17 ^%,1992 41 

4 18/1(5)/91-%R (’TOT TOSK 4 *399 4 
%%7% 1992 41 UddPg m 4. 9*3* 714) 4 3TfeTRtrf 
4,4^ 399 1%f "sri mm 44*4 4) 999 T viPw/ii 

94 39% 9R^ 4 1%, l^gRT TOTP3 3wrf f%(4> 4% 4 
3ps^%* , wT3nfe4*’4'^T4%^T^4t 1 

[4 30/1/2002-%R/91c5 11/2875] 

4. 3TO *f99 

DEPARTMENT OF ATOMIC ENERGY 
Mumbai, the 12th October, 2006 

S.O. 4072 .—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
Section 27 of the Atomic Emergy Act, 1962 read with clause 
(g) of sub-rule (1) of rule 2 of the Atomic Energy (Radiation 
Protection) Rules, 2004 and in supersession of this 
Department Notification No. 18/1 (5)/<)l-ER dated 17th 
January, 1992 (S.O. No. 714 published in the Gazette of 
India (toted Man* 7,1992), the Central Government hereby 
appoints the Chairman, Atomic Energy Regulatory Board 
as the “Competent Authority” to exercise the powers 
conferred on the Competent Authority by the said Rules. 

[No. 30/1/2002-ER/Vol H/2875] 
K. PADMANABHAN, Under Secy. 

4lft|*| 3% 3% MV i cUl 
(frnrpT) 

9$ f%4, 3 3T9^97, 2006 

W.3IT. 4073.-4% 1*94*, 14% (991%4 frffl 
4kPKl*y«i) f%, 1964 41% i2439-f%(2)4*m 
4%, 14% ( 99 #% 1%*t 44141%) 3%rf%, 1963 
(1963 94 22) 41 9KT 7 41 39-9RT (1) ]TO 999 ¥lfiw4 94 
31% 9*4 4 b4 9% 3%> %9T (311%) 

4 14 186/2, 1^1.41. %, 4%, %1%5T, 

feik-560020, 4 1% %, 41 IB 4 IW1H 41 

diO<s( 4 %T % 41 3*44 41% qifuh*^ H >11(44, RRcT 7R4>R 
41 31%5TT 4 ^T.3TT. 3975, 20 144^, 1965 4 RRl 

315^4 4' fclPHR^ yfH'd % Tp -1 3T%% 
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# t^RlfcT ^ ^ Pfim # f#J r^fefeRT W? # #4Rl 
IfudU R" oRlRl "P 314*4)1 ^T[ fiO^T 'btR # fdq, pr 
3TRFOT ^ Rf FRFTT V^FT *FTcfr t, 3T«lf^ :— 

(i) fa ReR Tg&M* 3TR) ifen (Tn#:) 
Mule , Rn#rfarsi tt«tt aro^-p-i ^tRptRt (Riftem) 
Pm, 1965 ^ Pm 4 # 3*qta PP\m WT-TR w\ 

P <H4> SKI 3FFTT| 7 lf RrcfatT # H=sfd # 4><R 

^ 1#L TF ftfarT Rplft Tjftp £R1 HwRlfad 

srfq+lftqf # T#<1 -gfqtnri^rft; #C 

(ii) fa RttR mP zm (w^) 

IdlH^, tn#T, W srfppT ^ STtfa 3T# frPi P WFT 
P RR RfafT sm # FFR-FFR TR fdftsld P, Rfal* (ReIsF*! 
p ^qiRidl RFfaq), RfiRt Rr^t mR^ ^kt fa[ ^tr, 
31I4«S ?Vt) I 

[m P. p. 5/3/2006/faT^ P fR] 
#fa. W, ^ PPft 

MINISTRY OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY 

(Department of Commerce) 

New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4073.—In exercise of the powers conferred by 
the sub-section (1) of seciton 7 of the Export (Quality 
Control and Inspection) Act, 1963 (22 of 1963), read with 
sub-rule (2) of rule 12 of the Export (Quality Control and 
Inspection) Rule, 1964, the Central Government hereby 
recognises M/s. Superintendence Company of India (Pvt) 
Ltd., located at 186/2, S.C. Road, 1 st Floor, Seshadripuram, 
Bangalore-560020, as an Agency for a period of three years 
with effect from the date of publication of this notification, 
for inspection of Minerals and Ores Group-1, namely. Iron 
Ore and manganese Ore (excluding Manganese Dioxide), 
specified in the Schedule annexed to the notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Commerce number 
S.O. 3975, dated the 20th December, 1965, prior to export of 
the said Minerals and Ores, at Bangalore, subject to the 
following conditions, namely:— 

(i) that M/s. Superintendence Company of India (Pvt) 
Ltd., Bangalore shall give adequate facilities to the 
officers nominated by the Export Inspection Council 
in this behalf to exmine the method of inspection 
followed by them in granting the certificate of 
inspection under rule 4 of the Export of Minerals 
and Ores-Group I, (Inspection) Rules, 1965; and 

(ii) that M/s. Superintendence Company of India (Pvt) 
Ltd., Bangalore in the performance of their funciton 
under this notification shall be bound by such 
directives as the Director (Inspection and Quality 
Control), Export Inspection Council may give in 
writing from time to time. 

[F. No. F. 5/3/2006/EI & EP] 
V. K. GAUBA, Dy. Secy. 


Pum 

(Pdriti) 

^fa#, 13 2006 

W.3TT, 4074.—fa H4ld4 (faR#^), <NiHreiRl49, 
1976 (far # 5fii*i<*>l«i Trafaff 4) RrR yRln) 4) RfR 10 # 
^T-RrR (2 ) #7 (4) # P, ^fair Tpsq faR # 

ftrefaTHK tZyr ^rl, 80% R afarer 

3rf q4> i R4T / ch4^iRqi‘ R faR ffatT 

i, # TTd^iRi i i 

[P. faR-2006/7T.qT. 1/12/1] 
TFlf, Rfal4T (TUTMTfa 

MINISTRY OF RAILWAYS 
(Railway Board) 

New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 

S.O, 4074.—Ministry of Railways (Railway Board), 
in pursuance of Sub-rules (2) and (4) of Rule 10 of the 
Official Language Rules, 1976 (use for the official purposes 
of the Union) hereby, notify the Railway Station, 
Sucunderabad of South-Central Railway, where 80% or 
more Officers/Employees have acquired the working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

[No. Hindi-2006/O.L, 1/12/1] 

KRISHNA SHARMA,Jt. Director, (O.L.) 

pT <*> i 4d>H #r tIh mVifri 

^ fa#, 29 Rld^t, 2006 
^T.3ir. 4075.-^ m*b\i Ud'vSrO TmRTRT (P^ 
^ TTTF^friT 31^5#' ^ f#r ^FTt 7 ! )Rm, 1976 # Rm 10 
# R-Rm (4) # 3FJRF&T P, pi StR 7§RT 

# W4tT 7TT# 4Tq[d4 7^1 3nRRFT3T-fqTfq 

8^51 80% ^ +4qrRq)' p 

flfa 4>|4^iq^ W^l W fa4T t, # 

TT# t I 

[ R?. P. % 11011/6/2005-f?R.] 
-pm 

MINISTRY OF YOUTH AFFAIRS & SPORTS 

New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 
S.O, 4075. —In pursuance of sub-rule (4) of 
Rule 10 of the Official Language (use for official 
purpose of the Union) Rule 1976, the Central 
Government hereby notifies Sports Authority of India- 
Special Area Sports Centre, Namchi autonomous 
office under Ministry of Youth Affairs & Sports, 
whereof more than 80% staff have acquired working 
knowledge of Hindi. 

[F.No.E-11011/6/2005-H.U.] 
SAILESH, Jt. Secy. 
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■asmtaar "ste, 'srro aft? ^ 

( ifl'CUft ftHPI) 

ferfft, 4 3RTCF, 2006 

*61. 37T. 4076.—<*hQh ^7, fqfea yiR^I^ 5RT F7t "SR^I Rsli TR fq^K Ft M?-dIc^ FF RRPJH Ft FFT $ 
fa> d«w RhV ^f qR’Fn hTsR (Ft ^ 3TIF>fa ^3t) FR 3fa HIS 3ffaRiHH, 1976 ( 1976 F>T 60) TT^TT «tTi afaRP7 Hli'ti 
(FTFRf Ftf ffaTF, 1987 ^ ^ 3F[*R t afa JQ FR F$ 1far Wim THTt^T Frt 3Wf«r 3 «ft 3FF FTFR 

"R«rr«f?TT fftij ■Rifrn afa RffR^i sRR*iM *f <J4^«w ifar tifr ftrtt t^tt; 

3R:, 3R, <*h(1h «t«hK, 3oRT arfaPisn F>t FRI 36 F>t <HMri (7) 3lk (8) ^KI7RF JflfadFt F>TFFfa F>fa ^ fafa 
^)-&*r ^4 ^h, 6/192,3Rjm f*r, Fter Tte, wfa, 3 tftci, 4d< y^i gw ff#i w^(TOiaT7fD) ^''^i 
3t *2<SRll Ft 3fa<+> tjrn tiled 3>RFFTfcR i)w ’3M e bt u i ( ^Hd 3TT M<tiR) Ft nTstrl F5T, Rittql flis F5T hih " "Wl^di ” i? 
(fafa W^’ ' t FTFT^3Fd FfeR FTS1 W t) afa fafa 3^tte fa?! 3T1^ TR Ft/09/06/235 faTFT FFT t, 3PpfcR 

TFTRT-FF FFCt 3?R WlfTTcT FTRt $1 



FFF RfecT TR7 faRfR ^ST 3JFJR ?jfa ifo SPTlffa a^dlfcld (^FR^RFFTTC) FRR 3Md?<<J! tl IFFft 3TterTF $TFFT 

30 far.m afa ^£rf sjfft 100 m i 1 frrr tor srtor (f) fttfr 2 m ti trt t tesr trt 

TrfcmrT °FFF><rHI<FF> FTffa aU&l<J<rM UFTF tl 9FTF?T doH4d> ^RTfe (T^ < ^t) K?f tffMm 3^frT ^Rdl tl IWf 
230 ^3 3fk 50 54ci*l*lcn «TRI f^d W m ^Tpf FRdI tl . 

tntfsM srti ^ ^ 3fRiR«w H^ils ^3t Rl^ < 3 )^ 1 ^ ^ TtF>^ Rl*^, ^ftoT^F ^Tt T«t»<<i ’SfT^TTt 

3lU ^s(RT tH<chl< 3oRT 3Tft(Rl<HH ^>t *7RT 36 ^>t (12 ) ^KT 9 ^t1 ?|RkihI ^T shIh chict ^ ^ fc ^°ll c b<d) "f 

t^» ^ TfeR ^ ^ ^ ^ 3# faRMldt ^RT 3# ferfd, ^ 3?R 3# RTRlft ^ 

3^H)P4<1 TtF^T P^RRtd ftfRTT W t, t ¥dffid 3# ^gcn ^ ^ Ft ^FT, W^fal 3lk 4»|4 m I c H ^ #t ^t 

1 fR. m ^ 50 fa Tim FFT‘T’'RH ^ 100 ^ 5,000 3RRM (RR) 3?R 100 fa. TJPT'FTFTOt 

Tfr *i* RF ^ fan^ 5,000 3 50,000 FFT ^ft ^5T wn RR Tfe 50 fejT. W F»t SlfaFRR STOTTafa°|” RR 
1 xlO *, 2 X10 % FT 5 xl0*,^t,^ft «RRRT ^T ^?RR*R5- ^TT 0 ^ tl 


[TR. 11 ^^^T-2l(58)/2006] 
3TR, RTOT*RT, P&m, fafaFT RR fa^TR 
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MINISTRY OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS, FOOD AND PUBLIC DISTRIBUTION 
(Department of kftnsumer Affairs) 

New Delhi, the 4th August, 2006 

S.O. 4076.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “NTH” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class II) and with 
brand name “NANOTECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Nano-Tech 
Instrumentation, 6/192, Parkash Nagar, Bodla Road, Shahganj, Agra, U.P. and which is assigned the approval mark 
IND/09/06/235; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Table top type) with a maximum capacity of 30kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale 
interval (e) is 2g. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode 
(LED) indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50 kg. and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 5,000 for ‘e’ value of lmg. to 50mg. and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. or more and with‘e’ value of 1 x lO, 2x10 k or 5x 10\ k 
being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the sam6 materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21(58)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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3$ fatft, 19 ftRRT, 2006 

*5T. 3*T. 4077 7TRFR ^T, ^rfFd 3nf*RTTfl 5RT 3$ ^rT fate m f*RR ^ TFTTVR FT W t 

fa333fate3*fte*ffSR TT^ 371^>fcl ^r) ^Tfe 3fk-RTRaRTfvf^^TR, 1976 ( 1976 3»T 60) cf*7TTO 3&T RR RFRT 

(TflJStfif "3FT SPpfaT) fam, 1987 ^ 3Wtf ^ $ 3?fc TO ^ RTORT $ fa WM 3RTRT 3ft 3rafa 3 *ft 333 RfeR 

W*fa TO^ T^ITT 3?fT M* ft HftfarfM 3 3MfrW ^tt To 3R3T T$R; 

3m:, 3R4T,TTWR, *3^r aqfarfa^FTVK! 36 -^»t 3rtT-«TR? (7) (8) SRTTO Flfaraf 33*3*3 3Rft 

fawm, Ttem 24 / 1264 / 5 , teR tm $ *m, Tng^ref ^ its, TO3rtfsft-4i6i is, fa?n srt 

-qgR TTqrgfa (^rnTtfa^fm) flW l ftrld teR 3W1 (3f?R*3>R) 

(faft TOT^333 TfeT 3TFT TO $) 3?*T fatf STfTfaT faf 

3TT$ ^t/09/06/204 MRffifld fa*T TO $, a^faf TOR-** -3# afc 9'frTfad 3Rrft $1 



d'Ki *iT'SCi ^ fa^d A'*i *3STC 33 MK 3 u^iRci <H^ccq|fc1cl di<MH d9®6< u i (93>K) I -&ift|3>dH ^TRfTT 
10 ^T afo ^HdH TO!T 100 fa.TTT. t I R WR3 3R3R 3RRM (f) 33 RR 5 fa.TTT. $1 F$p¥ ^ TjfaT t faTOT 

TTcT yftfVId ^TOFRflTO 3TfaT SintofJcR *TO $ I 3T3RT7T 3c*Rfa Fite (3^T ^ gt) *37f teR wfaTR 333ftfa 3R3T tl 
3WFT 230 3te 3?R 50 F^f 'SR^Rff 3RT fa?Jd TOT 37 3TT*f <SRdT tl 

HlfHM ^3 3ft ffl l fad 3Rft ^ <3fdfaffi wyf TOFRf ^ faq 3#? 3ft ^ fafrft ^ faq RfoTO 3* fa*T 
^TT afo Rfe^T ^ 3^fat ^?T«fa, faTO, Tffag g R I«W , ^Ffalfl fa^RT 3^^t7TcTf ^ ^ R ^Rdfal 3gf fa^T 
TOT1 

3(It ^R33?T srf«rfWT VR? 36 37t 3^-VRT (12) gRT TO ^ifafaf ^Tlfan^ ^ *TF Wt t 

fa 3^3 ^ ^ W 3WR-^ ^ 3fafd 3^ft l^ f dHfdl gRT fagm, faTO ^ 3T^R 3?R RRTft ^ fa^ 

^1^1 t^d HTgM ^)T fWu| fa^TI W f, fa%fad "37ft ^<adl ^ ^ Ft "fa, ^^TT^fcn 3lk ^TR^TFR F^R ^ft F^ 

5 m ■qT3^fa3rf%Rr^*'|“RH^fa^500 ^ 10,000 F*F^^f ^c4IMd RR (i^) 3RRFT^TfFcf 5 3^^ 37^ Sflfc 30 

m -tft #fTO*r mzt ^ t ^ “^‘ , rr i xio *, 2 xio * *n 5 xio % , ^ t, ^ i^ifa ^r ^ •£ 

[m tf. g^^q-21 ( 60)/2006] 

3TR. H!^«R, Pi^i<»», fsrf^RT RR t^TR 


318801^006—2 
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New Delhi, the 19th September. 2006 

S.O. 4077. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below ) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of series ‘MCS’ and 
with brand name “MCS-WB” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Micro Control Systems, 
No. 24/1264/5, Near Hotel Rajas, Shahapur Road, Ichalkaranji-416 115, District-Kolhapur, Maharashtra which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/204; 



iTie said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) 
with a maximum capacity of 10 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has 
a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 30 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for V value of 5 g. or more and with 'e’ value of lxl0\ 
2x10* or 5x1.0*, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
Irt ’ccoroance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (60)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM. Director of Legal Metrology 
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RRH : 3721,2006/3nf^R 29, 1928 

19 iTFRTi^, 2006 

<+>1. 31T. 4078.—S)*sRt *R®hK R>T, RlRjd Mlfa«wO SKI TR^tl R4)<f HI faun. Si Ft ' r T^TT $ 

%RSH ftiti ^Sfof<THfecT 3?F£f?l^ii) W3^TimRT^3Tfqf^ 1976 (1976 SS 60) H*1JSTZsffcRNRHS> 

^5T3T;pteO $m, 1987 ^RTSf ^ t rR RRT sff RHRRT t WMK HSRt ^ SRffa R *ft ^ RfeeT 

H«TT«fcn SRTR R#HT SlR fsf*FT Rf<ff«lt^lY R OTKJSd 3faf 3RH HRST XlRn; 

37H:, 37S, Sj-sOs *U«6k, <J«K1 3frfsRRR?S>t SR 36 S>t <RSR (7) 3^k (8) SR 9^ctf *iRki^ S>T ysRl HR^ ]|TT iRnf 
Sf^TT 3TRr4?H, 1 H«R T^f, ^ftf^TRI SS^ISR TR^Z, SHcfk-560058 SKI faftRfd H*TT*faT SPf, ft<T» (X), X=l^ 

*'3^Tftr~TT^rm+>(< h*’ 'prcff # anstffepfatcm cjmsrgi (^r Wrh) sfHfeRsn, ?rrssn sre"s fe ' S HT* 

$ (faR fhR' Rfe^r w hst t) 3?fc W atrrf tr ^f/09/06/385 R efo l d fsRr hst t, arjqter 

rtm-rt -smt afo ‘sjsnftm wt ih 



^RT Rtecl HRT faffed RR RcT 3TRTfR SRRSTfafl Mftf?S7 ft#PT 3MSRR <^M fWR) f| flRT^RR 

Sc^lfd* fafad ^ RTS ^fn HHI13TT t I RfSSuR SRTT 300 fa.HT. RSST RH^ RTHrH t I 

FRS>t 37tecR RRT HX 6 facR 3TfH fRTZ f I HI? R#T R^ 3RTF SRt ^RTS ^ ^eT, RT^f ^ TR, ^Z, ^RFFSR, 

RHf^f^rr^ tr i hstttt(t^t i ^t) wf rfe mRuhh ^n 11 ^f^r 
230 3|R 50 sreqr^ff f^i w r: ^ft4 tot ti 

T^ff^R ^ ^ ^ arPafw ^rt o^rrf ^ 1m ^ tT^ ^ fm. Rt f^n writ 4t 

hTscti oFt ^H«hl «Frol, R«TT*fdT, fe«ii'f ; t, ^Rh<i 6Niii!H, fi^Kd 37Tf^ TTcff RT hRcI^'I/mR^^H f^RFT WRIT I 

3^R, TR^iR 3dd 3 TRtPi^H ^TRT 36 '3R-WT (12) SR 'H^cd Tlf^RTt R57 R? RfR 7 !! SRfft t' 

ftF , ^ l =fd RSd ^ W XIRM-R? ^ 3 RpRt "3Rt f^RlMfdl SR ■3Rt tR^Sld, fs'sii^'l ^ 37^RR 37 R <ifll RRfifl R RlR^ 

sr^Rtfs^ mTs<m ss PimWi Rh-m rst 1? RtRiRid "^Rt st sri^^i 37 R «w4mw-i ^ rRh 'srrrr *ft RrfR?i ^fn 

R) chdld^3RT i)<icii§f^t J | 3TTZt^fZ3Fr o^^i 30 fS5.UT.7IRT R 3TRTS5 3|R 300 fSi.HT./^M cTS5 S>f 3rTfRS>cRT SRTcTT *=iicr) ^ I 

[RTr. R. R^TRI-21 (94)/2006] 

, 3TR. RTg^«R, fn^VTST, fsrRTST Rn teR 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2006 

S.O. 4078.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of Automatic Gravimetric 
Filling Instrument (Barrel filler) belonging to accuracy class, Ref(x), where x-1 of TA-LM’ series with brand name 
“INDIANA” (herein referred to as the said Model) manufactured by M/s Indiana Automation, 1st Stage, Peenya 
Industrial Estate, Bangalore-560058 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/385; 



The said model is a pneumatically controlled load cell based Automatic Gravimetric Filling Instrument (Barrel 
filler) along with weighing system with an electronic controlled panel. Its maximum capacity is 300kg or equivalent 
volume. Its maximum fill rate is 6 fills per minute. The machine is designed for filling the free flowing products like oil, 
milk, fruit juice, paints,-pesticides, chemical adhesive etc. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing results. 
The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighingjnstruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity in the range of 30kg to 300kg or equivalent 
volume, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same 
materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (94)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 













:3T^T21,2006/3nf^T29, 1928 " 


8841 


M 1^#, 19 tTTcRSR, 2006 

W 3IT. 4079.« *JT, RlfacfrTft gRT 3ft fftft2 R7 1w RRft ^ RRIRH ^1RRT t fa 

sm M2 3 Rftfa Rfee! (ftH ^ R$ STIffa W 4 t RTR RT3* STfafWT, 1976 ( 1976 4fTT 60 ) cT*fl RT2 3lk RR RR5> 
(Rfecft 4TT 3T3*i^T) tWT, 1987 ^3RR>ftfa t RT<T Rft TTRFFTT f fa d'lldK RRftl Rft 3faV W *ft 3RtT *ftS<rT 
RR!^ ll$hl ^ftl fqfn^ sRf^fd^T ftf ifaRgH RS7RT t^tt; 

3nRT: ( 3R, etJ-iOq ^K«t)K, <j=ki 3rfi|Pi4|H R?t RKI 36 3R RKI (7) 3ftl (8) &ki h^oi Rlfafa 4TT RRftl in* A'Hf) 

3Hg t ft? R, 1 WT 7^1, ftWRRT $4*jl*|g| R7&, wffc-560058 gKT ftffcl Rgpfol Rft 1 Rfift "l 

4te<rll$fa4> 31ldlAfd+ ^T fe (fe #3R) ^ Rfe?T RH, faffa 315 RH RTR 44 $143141” t (fatf wft 
■tnrgi^wqfen w w i) 4t fatf 3 ^h1<h fag anf ttr^/09/06/39i w$*ra tor rrt f, sfjijfai wi^ 3ift sk 
y*iftra ^ ii 



■i'KI mT-SCI fafld ft*! ychK RR Tfa STTRlflR °h til-^3771 iVdl^f^l^ 3-f|cilAlcl^h <^$ , l (4<rd ^377) ftfaR dH<*)< u l 

'll gTfa ITT*? «fa* eh-io^^R o^|j| cT^TT $^<*{lFl°b =h£)<rl ftRR cTRl ^ I 37facbd*H ^Hdl 300 dfal/l^T f 3^tr fad 
1 fa.m t I JSttt aTfa^RR R3Tgg7 () 4000 3RRfft R2T f afft ^JRRR MK R7 (R*jfRR) 22.7 3R31% RHT tl 
Rlfa<-S fsh^id dfad hR u IIH 'vJlfdl "t I 3H<*>< U I 230 Rfa: 3^7 50 TTfRTRrff RR1 f^^cl R^H R7 R7R1 ^1 

^fPm Tfc <£ -^rr ^ 3tM^r r#t ^ ^ra?Rf ^ ^ ^ ^ Rt tor ^ 11 3#lr 

RfeR ^ wmt, R«fT«jRT, fefllliSH, 'S!4inTR, f^TKR felR 3Tlf^ ^ft ?Tcff R7 RUcirfH/Rft^T I^T Wq^TTI 


3TP, ^(t4 ^TR>R ^TfRlWT RR1 36 ^t^R-RRl (12) ^RT U^tT 5flRW4t 4R RRm ^ ^ ^ ^ft ^ 
■feF hTs<t 1 ^ 31^1^1 ^ TTRM-'R? ^ 3Tcnfcl "3^ fqPlRfcll 'gRT "3^ft fegR, ^ 3TJRR 3^ <S-h 1 <HIHiil "R f^flfl 

3T^% RTI f%RH tol Tpn t r^d 37ft ^RT ^ ^ R«H«fdl 3#k ^ cft^R 3W1 «ft *llf»T<H ^fft 

^ 30 f=F-Tn. 'ft 3lf«Ri 3ftr 300 fem. 3 tTrRkTR ^RcTT 3T8RT RHd,^ 31FRH cild ^ I 


[RSI 7f. Sg«^TiR-21(94)/2006] 
3IR. rt^kr, fd^l+, Wn^ RR tRTTH 






8842 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 21, 2006/AS VINA 29, 1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 19th September, 2006 

S.O. 4079.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely td maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of Continuous Totalizing 
Automatic Weighing Instrument (Belt Weigher) belonging to accuracy cl ass-I, of TA-BW’ series with brand name 
“INDIANA” (herein referred to as the said Model) manufactured by M/s Indiana Automation, 1st Stage, Peenya 
Industrial Estate, Bangalore-560058 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/391; 

The said mode! is a strain gauge type load cell based Continuous Totalizing Automatic Weighing Instrument 
(Belt Weigher) along with belt conveyor, weighing system and electronic control panel its maximum capacity of 
300kg/m and scale interval is 1kg. Its maximum flow rate Qmax is 4000 tonne/hour and minimum flow rate Qmin is 22.7 
tonne/hour. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 
Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine toi 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. 



Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the Continuous Totalizing 
Automatic Weighing Instrument of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with capacity m the range 
of 30kg to 300kg/m manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the 
same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured 

[F. No. WM-21(94)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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: 3T^^21,2006/3nf^R 29, 1928 
ft, 19f7TcRm, 2006 

eFT.3TT. 4080.-4^3^1 RiT, fa fed 'SOf^RJRt 5RT "3^ TPF^T U4Pi m fa-4R '^>74 ^ W i? f4> 

fRT^ 4 Rfafa Rfed (iH ^ ^ 3TTf% ^i) RR 3fft *TR RH?F> 3tf%rfmm, 1976 ( 1976 *FT 60) mTT W 3^7 RR RPRT 
(4fe?if =fi 1987 ^ ^3t^rttrirt t% crRrarc vrirn 3mfa 4 4t ^xfer 

R«TT*fclT RR #n 3ft? faf^R ^iftfRfcmf 4 3m£47T #TT TRR =F7 cTT 7#R; 

3TcT:, 3^, 777RT7, 3Tfafom *TRT 36 ^T-*IT3T (7) 3^7(8) 5TTI3RR 'flflkuY °FTIRfa^ |R ^TTTf 

ifttfi m 4. 27 TRR RR RtcTn) ^TRS 1 4. 3, 4t RT^t ^ wti, RFTRT5T *tM (fe) 400 607 

15TTT ^*Tl4m mf 3TT7 4 RT (T^Rf) Rfi ^ <1 t RR4 *j7gRT ^7 qR l fclfl ^^T ‘ jRfrW (^F4mTO) 

^ 4forl ^T, f47p£ 7T5 «FT RR “Mm" 4 (f4£ W$ RtSR RT f) 3?fc 3TTf TR 

^t/09/06/361 RM^fvia faRT RT f, 3 R T fcR URRT-R RT7t sfa; TE M^Td ^Tcft f I 



34d 4fed fafifd 4 r ^4>Ti *ITT 74?T smuftfi 7RRlf4ffi ^^1 ^RTRT (x^T 4m) dWi "3WRT 41 
37f*RTcR SR7R 60 far.TTT. t I WH 3R7TR (4) 10 TIT. t TR7 37T^cR ^pR 4 fafTT+l 7RT yfd^ld ®4c(5+,rHTrH=6 ^TTlTcT 
smtogcR **rm 4i fdfews Psfcwd fmml (rt 7rt ^t) Timf 4 Rr nfmrm s^Ptf-d mmr t i <m< u i 230 3fk 50 
m\4$ m7T f^cT -y^R "R ^rpf WT tl ^TRt 7Tf?T 0.4 R/TRT ^ 1.33 R/lRT'^^T^t I ‘R^Rr ^T 3TF 3TT^ R RT 

3TR-50 ^ ftfW ^ 3^RR ^TR t I 

WlfMM T*kz ^ g^'lT^Kl ^ 3lfdUcW qfR^t ^Rf ^ R#T ^ 7§t^ R TR^ ^ t^R RRRR iRRl 
RRR 3fk flfeR f^ ^ 3T«RT TRRR ^TRft RRrft, ZTSnsfcTT, ft^T, Rfe £(40R, c6l4«6Kl PK4W 3TT^^ Wff 
^ W 4' -qfmfcRT ^t‘ feR RTRTT I 

3?U eh^)^ 7TRRK <s<td 3Tf4fd4^ ^RT 36 ^ '3 T T-^RT (12) §RT 3RoT >lf4d^) "^T TRTR 4i7r) TR '^RRI ^><rf) "f 
f^T 34d hTscI ^ 3i^H)<\*f 'fTT TRTRT-^R ^ 3RTfcT <J7fl f^PlHfdl gi<.i Rl«Sld, fs'dl^'l ^ 3R7TR 3^T 3^1 ^iHill ^ fRTRT 
31^'IRcI RT5R faPlftd f^TT RT f, r^PH^d ^ ^ ^, ^STT^dT 3^ -+l4Mldd ^ 4RR 4t FP1 RT 

5 TIT. ^7T 3rfiR ^ u f > RR ^ I^R 500 ^ 10,000 cRT ^Ft ^T 4 RR 60 t^T.TH. cRT STf^RRR TO RT^ 

t aflr < ^ ,, '» : fR 1x10 *, 2x10 5 x!0 % , RRRT^T^ITRRT Tjoife ^TT ^T ^ WMc]r4 tl 


[RT. 73. ^^^IRT-21( 125 )/2006] 
3m. RisjT^m, f&m, Wrf rr fen 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER21, 2006/AS VINA 29,1928 


New Delhi, the 19th September, 2006 

S.O. 4080.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
tlie Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of Automatic Catch 
Weighing Instrument (Check Weigher) belonging to accuracy class, Ref(x), where x <; 1 of ‘EP-W’ series with brand 
name “BIZERBA” (herein referred to as the said Model) manufactured by M/s. Bizejba India Pvt. Ltd., No. 27 Acre 
Pratap Kothari Compound No. 3, Opposite Tikuji Ni Wadi, Manapada, Thane (West)-400 607, Maharashtra and which 
is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/361; 

The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based Automatic Catch Weighing Instrument (Check 
Weigher). Its maximum capacity is 60kg. and scale interval is lOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive 
retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing results. The instrument operates on 230 
Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. Its belt speed is in the range of 0.4m/s to 1.33m/s. The test has been 
conducted as per OIML R-50 specification. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36. of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 60 kg. and with verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with number of ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2x10* 
or 5x10 k , where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

[F, No. WM-21(125)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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M tafr, 19 Rkw, 2006 

W. 3TT. 4081.—XTRFR 457, fMsrl 'gRT "3^ TTX^cT RhU RT Iq^K ^ 4TH1VR ^ 'T01? 

t^T RmV "4 eifMfl <Hl«£>fa ^<$1 ) «ll<i 3<fR MIH RM«h aifaftiFT, 1976 ( 1976 ^ 60) cT*TT «(l<i 3?k HI4 Hl'l'b 

C^ferf ^t fore, 1987 ^ sppsn $ sfa $xr ?tr xmmr $ for wmt vrtm 3ft snrfa ft - *ft ^rt •ftfecT 

3*TT*far 33R T^TT afrt faf*FT HfiftqM ftf - jqfrKl W 3HRT T^R; 

3R:, qTTT36^ft^T-W(7) aftl(8) $KI U<dl 5fll^w4Y «FT¥4h3^.^^XTXf 

Mm if&l\ 30^3 %, 27 3RR ^ftarft 35*1135, ^ ^ XRTTft, HHRI5I (^X3)-400 607 WXF? SRT 

fafttfd rwt 3*n*far (wfcu Rft-m) 3i^ jfsrgn ^ afoR? xfe, a t wq r ftffi cfoR <m<u i (~Me 

3TTX) ^ *iTs<n 35T, f3XT4> 315 3»T RR “fanftRl " $ (t^ l?Xrft RTRR^XRRT 3T5T R3I t) 3?Rf3nfr 3^4l4H fft$ 3nf 
^ ^709/06/425 XTRjfttXR ^RTT TRI t, 3f^4 WI- 1 ^ RTfft 3?fc U3i#R 3*cft tl 



■333 RfeR R4T ^ trtR *1K STTClftcT 3TX33lf?R 35R) cftcR 3M4RU| t I SRcTT 

1000 tall. 3ftx -^ia*i StTRcTT 10 f3>.in. t I XTcRFR MPWH 3RTX1XT 500 w. ih ?XTft *3°F 3Tl%)4c|crH i? faxRn ?ffl yfa*(ia 
«*m*W<*14> mftcT 3TTtfacJRR Wm fl MI XTcXT^T 5Rte (X[R f ’St) 3R*f ftfcR qffo l R OT^f c l 35X3T t I <m<”l 230 

3 ^ so ^ yr^wtlT rrt fafpr W4 rx ^trt i i 

XSffRTj ^ft xfar ^ ^ 3#fRrT IT#! ^ ^RTFRl' ^ tcT^ 33^ ^ ^ xM ^ feTC* xfN^ t^lT 

^rn?7TT afa m 3 ^ tkf& fs^r, xrfe sraum, fH»w snf^ xicif rx 

Rft^f^T/RX^f^R 'i^T I^RTT WI37TT I 

sflx XR^TX *3^1 aqf^m w\ rnj 36 ^tf-tTRT (12) ~m Wcf Vlftd^X^T 3Rfh ^ ^ tff #1 ^jt f 
% ■RT^R ^ 3T^j)'4H ^ ^xr TRFm ^ 3R^1 ^xrt r^PlMfdl STXT fXT^JcT, f^STTfT ^ 3T^RR 3^ XTFTOt ^ 
nT«cri ^JT PiRf u i Ph'HI TRH ■§■, Pqf^pHd 7Xft ^Vsidl ^ '^5, ' 3 T8TRlcTT sfft ^ XfRR T'RR^T 'RT 

5 m * Wt ^tcTX 500 3 10,000 cR5^XTc4FR RPT (^) 3XnXTRXrf^T 50 %.TH. ^ 5000 

tan. CRT axfecR « ^ t allx u f' RR lxio *, 2x10 * ^ 5 xlO*, ^ t, ^ Wm^F ^T WUM* Tjqfer in^ 
W$r*i ft 


3188G1/2006—3 


[R>T. XT. ^^■qR-21( 125)/2006] 
3TR. RT«F^R, fX^RT, f^RT RR f^iTR 
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New Delhi, the 19th September, 2006 

S.O. 4081 .—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Pallet Car) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy ciass-III) of series ‘BZ-PT’ and with brand 
name “BIZERBA” (herein referred to as the said model) manufactured by M/s. Bizerba India Pvt. Ltd., 27 Acre Pratap 
Kothari Compound, Opposite Tiku Jini Wadi, Manapada, Thane (West)-400 607, Maharashtra and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/425; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Pallet Car) with a 
maximum capacity of 1000kg and minimum capacity of 10kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 500g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Liquid Crystal Display (LCD) indicates the weighing 
results. The inst r ument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc, before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 5000kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with number "e’ value of 
lxl0\ 2xl0 k or 5x!0\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufacture by the same 
manufactured in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

|F. No. WM-21(125)/2006| 
R. MATHXJRBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 






[*fTTTII—3(ii)] 


:3T^«R2I, 2006/37lf^T 29, 1928 


8847 


21 facFSSR, 2006 

^>T. 37T. 4082.-^^ TIT<W< 3>l, faflcf IRI 37t 3TT7J71 ^77 TTKWH 11 Tpjr t 

f% ^Rt fmf2 4' ^Hcl Title! (4# # ^ 3TTfTl% ^') W 3|l7T7NT7T^3lfafmm, 1976 (1976 60) cT«TT W 3fl7 W7 

(TltS#’ 371 SFjqfar) f*m, 1987 #133# # SFJSmt 3?k 171311 #t 71#mT t f# dOMK 3313 #) 373fV 4‘ 4t 
^siTsfcn ^*lTQ, <<5^11 #7 faf*FT qRf7#d# 4’ 3H^4<1 #31 RSii oTcTT #nT; 

m:, 31^, ##71 717^17, ^33 Slfaftmi #t *7171 36 #)UW71 (7) #7 (8) 11713^1 37T #i ^ti ^7171 

7j# 1s#<d6i ITOiqfofH, 1, W, 71337 fte,TJ3T17#-781024 377m 5171 fafdP4d V&R 

(W#T134lII) ^# <, T^7r^# M ^3M#3mmr7^T7TfSct^^irefd #m 3W4 (ri#^#f#T cE3«fd f#zraT7) # 

Tffs^l 33, f37T# 3TS 33 3m “^Tt" t (fa# ITT# 333 Tfef sf^j 3^ t) #7 fa# 3^4kd ST/09/2005/135 

fam Tpn t ( 3133)53 imm-m "smt #7 y^ifvw 317 # ii 



a«ki Ttfe^r Tict) fq^fl #3 y«t»K 33 #s #tt sn^nfm stt^##! (<ifa #<3 3 ) fam ^K^fa-i f3T<J mm 33 ) cftct^i im357 w T 
ti irmft 3ite7m 40,000 fa. m. #7 tou 200 fa. hi. 1 1 Timm tor amirra (^) 33 m 10 fa. -nr, ii 
Th#^ smfajm ##r t farm m fam i\ yTsrcrscrnfa-gfag- (^ i #) r<$ 

^R U IW TKftfa 31731 tl 230 #3S 3#7 50 ?5# yc^TFTcff *7171 fajd W 37 3>7# 46731 fl 

mffai #3 # Tjstm # afaffar T#fa # ^qa^of -sq^rilf # fam fam # #3# # %tx # f 4 mT ^01 1 

3^7 ^sfk-TfT^R -Jmi 3lf^m <7171 36 ^-<7171 ( 12) ?T71 SW ?lfet t$\ wfa\ fq; ^ #J Wl t 

t% ^fi #sct # 3Fp#r # w 3mmm # 3tmfa Mmrfm trratci, # 375^7 #7 ^rt 71 m# ^ 

3T^4rfei Ttfsei 1^ifdf4d tptt t, Wdftfl «pgw # it 4^r, ^S7i«# 3fk ^'irm # #m mFi # 1 # # 

5 f%. m T7T ^7# 3lf^ $> TIB # 500 ^ 10,000 7HF ^t T31 $ ^ WTR (^) 7lflfl 5 ^ $ 3Tf*m> 

3% 100 ^ 71^7 ^ 3 if« 7 ^Km wm 1 3H7 " i " tir 1 xio*, 2 xio* th 5 xio* % %, # ^im^ m ' t p# ^ 
# 7m^ 't'l 

Lm. U S^mT~21 (258 )/2003 ) 
•3717. TMTfsm, f#mr, Wmr m f^TR 
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New Delhi, the 21st September, 2006 

S.O. 4082.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic 
(Conversion kit for Weighbridge) weighing instrument and digital indication of “SUC” series of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class III) and with brand name “SUMO” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Sumo Digital Incorporation, Bye Land No. 1, Navin Nagar, Janapath, Rajgar Road, Zoo Road, Guwahati-781024, 
Assam, and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/135; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Conversion kit for 
Weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 40,000 kg and minimum capacity of 200 kg. The verification scale interval (e) 
is 10 kg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. "The Light Emitting Doide (LED) display 
indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 100 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg or more and witlTe’ value of 1 x 10 k , 
2xt0 k or 5xl()\ k being a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-2l(258)/2003] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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*TRR TRm : 3RqaR 21,2006/3*R 29y 1928 

R$faR?ft,21 2006 

«FT. 3TT. 4083.-4)^^ iK=6R ^FT, fafttT 9lfa4>Kl ^RT ^ RT fa^K^rfa ^ TOTWH RRT $ 

far'3RR *rf°fa RfeR 3T!^^‘) W afa^^TFRr 3*fafa*R, 1976 (1976 *R 60) OTW 3?ft RTC MM* 

(Rfe^f ^FT3RJ*0 1WT, 1987 3Fp9$ 3?fc ^ ^ WIKMI $ fa> <rl m\< g * ^ 3Tqfa $ <ft 3535* 

5*3T 5RR T*T afa fafaFT qftU*jfd<iT 7PRR3 *T 3RH 3TRT T^TT; 

3R:, ^36 ^39tlRT (7) afkr (8) 5TOTO yfafa f 5TT3** ^r *f 

7t ^-932, RTfcrer w, anfoim w, *- 1 , ate?, ang^w i ^ ski W«rwt 5*3T (TO*fai5*fra) * 

ar^r^ER^ftm 3F55T* *r 3wr<n ( qfogfa ro) ^ 33, fa*-afa 3R Rm M w B 

^ (P*!^ <j<w Rfed *♦»$! R3T ^) aj|< M h,*i ^t/09/06/382 ^Ht^j^fVici i+^l 

9WT-R7 ^nff aqk y^ifvid Rrfar ii 



333 R* TRT fa<ff<i Tfa M of»T RR "farT 3TT«nfTcT W^lfd'd ( fafawf M 3FJ) *R 3TOT tl I* 

atfrom srrt 1000 far. m afa: srrt 2 far. m t 1 ttcrtr mimhh 3rrir o£) 3 >t rr 100 mil *f trt arm 

'rtrr *jfa3 t farcren ?m ufTOr 'sqaratrHiw* *nffa arnfaciRR wm ti toi vrwah* (tri ^ ^t) 3 * 

- 4'f<fafa 3rrm ii <m<«i 230, *e 50 ^km!3tci faspr tot RT * w ii 

^eifaR * ^ * 3rfa ^ arfaft-sRr *mfa ^ ^rq^f ^ farti *t * 3 faffa ^ farq *ft * 3 ^ far^i 
■3TTT37TT affa *R ^ fasft 3 TO* ^ ^ ^'-3TfRrt RFnfi , TO«faT, fa-^, <Hpb<d ^TTOT, 4»l4«6l(l fejffRT 3Tlfa ^ TTcff, ^ Tfa'^T 

H Rlt^Tdcf RKT faRTT ^TTII 

alk TR3TR 37fafa^m ^ft mn 36 ^rt '3 T mRI ( 12 ) ^TTI TO ^ifarfaf ^»T Tfafa ^ ^ ^ "RtTO t far 
■3^ wr ^ ar^qfaR ^r TRFrm ^ afa^fa ^rt fafaqfffT ^ro ^ft faror, fa^r ^ ar^^TR ark wT wrcrt ^ 
ar^facf Tfer ^rr fa* fa^n w t ( fafaffai * *rr ^ # *, w«fai afa: ^ *n tiw ^ #t 

5 m^r* 37*% <, fTrB^*5oo^ 10,000 trt ^ftfar rr (tr) 5rrtr *T50far. m ^ arfe 
5000 far.m cRr^ft arfrom•3^**^'* 1 xio 4 , 2 xio^^ 5 xio % ,^ t,#TO*Rr^r^iR^r 

^PT ^7RT^7 fl 


[RTT. U W^Tm-21(02)/2006] 
3TR. RT«J7^TR, fa^RT, fa* RR fa^fR 
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New Delhi, the 21st September, 2006 

S.O. 4083. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
he Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) of series “BHP” 
and with brand name “BHARAT” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. A.D.K. Enterprise, 
A-932, Bhavik Nagar, Adinath Nagar, Part-I, Odhav. Ahmedabad and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/382; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 1000 kg and minimum capacity of 2 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Doide (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the power conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and upto 5000 kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 g or more and with‘e’ value of 1x10 k , 2x10 k or 
5x1 (F, where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in 
accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-21 (02)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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RRF FT TT3m : 3TFJF? 21,2006/3FftcR 29, 1928 
F^ fFwft, 21 RldH<, 2006 

^T. 3TT. 4084. RTFR FT, f^rf%cT FfaFRt ?RT TT^cT f?U FT fFFK FR/t ^ R?FR( FF RRTRTF Ft W t 
fFFFTft^Tt^fa-RfecT (^ Ft F^ FlfTfF 3^') WafoRNRTFFFfafFFR, 1976 ( 1976 FT 60) ?T«TT FfF sfc RTF RTFF 
OtfSflf FT F^RtFF) Pm, 1987^FFFRt'^3T3FFt afo ^T RTF Ft RRIFTI t f^ dMIdK FFtR Ft 3Rlfa 3 Rt FFT RTSF 
W*fcn FFTR T^FT 3?fc fafFR T##qf If WJFT FFF FTFT T#FT; 

sm:, 3TR, RRFR, TO 3?fafFFR Ft RTF 36 FtFFRRT (7) Ffc (8) 3JTT FFF VIRmfT FT FFtF FTF fR 

Ft ^ T^ersnpi, R- 932 , rt^f fft, 3kHt«? fft, ft2- 1 , sto, 3T3 rfrk skt f^fHfUd to FF*fFr (RsnKfFT Ffni) ft^ 

“Ft FF Ft” *j^TT ^ 3TFF 7JRF R%F 3^FlfdH FtFF FWRT (^ZNMR) ^ Ffeef FT, fFRFT FTF FT FTR 44 W” 
t (fF^TTTtf T^FTFl^FFFFl^FFTFFTt) 3ftT f^t F^RtFF fFf Flf FF Ft/09/06/381 RH^Pvid %FT RFT F, a^HKd 
WR-FF FKt 3ffc ycbifVId FTFt tl 



FFF RPsd FjF fFFJF t M y+K FT RR ^td -3Tf^iRrl 3TRFFTltFF ("^FcTSFl T?FR) dtcrH ^h«+>< u I |tI 5 ^rl«=hl 3TfF=6dR 
STRFT 30 IF. FT. 3?R ^HdM $IRFT 100 FT. f I RcFFFF RTFRTF 3RRTFT (^) FT RTF 5 FT. Fl fRR F^ - 3TT*t FfrrH ^fFF F 
f^ra^hi RTF yftnfld 3qcf=6ddkH* RlftF 3F^Fcf(fIF FRTF FI 9FT7T 'FFFT^FT FRftF CRcT^Ft) FF?f' F)dTF 4RuitH 3M^fd FTcfl 
tl RFFTR 230 RTR3 3?ft 50 F^t FcFTFcff RKT fo^F FRTF FT FFf FTFT tl 

T^ffFF Ft ^/«hn Ft 3ltdRdd t#I Ft FFZ , J 0 f ©FFFTTt Ft fFTF Wlci-t ^ TtFF F fFTR TftcRR Ft %FT FTFFT 
iftT TJR FTFFT Ft FFFt iFFt F FFF FTF ^ TTTFFt, FFT^tdT, fFFTFd, TTf%3 FFTFTF, fd^Kd ftT^RT 3TTfF Ft FF F 
"4 Hftqfdd FFt fFF FTTRTTI 

sfR F^tF TTTFR FFT 3TfnfWT Ft FRT 36 Ft FFFRT (12) ^RT FF^T FfFTFf FT FFTF FTF ftr FF FtFFT FT?ft % 
tF FFT RIFF F 3^RtFT F FRTF-RF ^ FFfrT FRt f^RmfF "gRT FTTt Rifl’d, PFdl^d F F^TTR 3?R FTTt TTFTFt ^ fFFR 
^RtfFT FTFF FT fFlk fFF FFT F, Pdfdftd FRt ^f^T <£ ^ Ft ^F, W«fFT F I ^MIdd F FtFR FTFTF ^ft FFt ^t 
100 fR. F. ^ 2 F. FF"^'^ ^%TT 100 ^ 10,000 FF Ft^r^TnFFT 3TRTM (TR) 3ftT5 F. F FTO fRtF F 4 ‘ i ” 
RTF ^ iFR 500 ^ 10,000 FF Ft TTcFRF RTF RIFF 50 tF. F. FF Ft FfFFFR SJRFT FF11 “ i " FF 1 xlO *, 

2xlO*F5xlO*,^ "t, Ft RFTcRF F FFTcRF ^J^lfF F '?JR ^ TTR^R 'tl 

[ FT. R. FF^Trq-21 ( 02 )/2006 ] 
3TR. F^JT^RR, fF^TF, fFfRF RTR fFTTF 
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New Delhi, the 21 st September, 2006 

S.O. 4084.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) of series “BHT” 
and with brand name “BHARAT” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. A.D.K. Enterprise, 
A-932, Bhavik Nagar, AdinathNagar, Part-I, Odhav, Ahmedabad and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/ 
381; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Doide (LED) display indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit 
diagram, working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2 g and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 65g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10*, 2x10* or 5x10*, where k is a positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(02)/2006] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 




[TO II—7STT5 3(ii)] TOcf^TTTFTO : 31^7 21,2006/3TlfTO 29, 1928 8853 

^f^ft,21 f7TO7, 2006 

W. 3TT. 4085.-WM TOTT7 ^TT, MfcT MWfTt SITT T^F^cT R7 MfT7 ^ TOTOW 7PTTTO Ft r RTT "t 
M^tT ftW4‘M<faW3^^T^3^?fwT, 1976 (1976 ^T 60) 7R7T TO 31^7 TO R1TO 
(RfTOf ^TT ) iTO, 1987 ^ ^ 3FJTO f afo ^ ^ i$\ 7TTORT t fa WTTcTR Wfr 3Mil TOcT 

^r*iT«fcTT tor 7#»tt 3ftr Mro iftfiMW 3'9^<w Wtof to<tt 7Mt; 

3TcT:, 3T3I, 4>'s{l < J fK<4>K, 7T3RT 3TfMf^PT J -T ^>t ^tKI 36 -R»t cj h^TRT (7) 3lt7 (8) &Kl TTRRT 9^) J I «t><cl 1FR 4^4 

W % $57^*1, R. 4062/1, R. 1, fM TtF, 3?^ Zt 3TT^ c£ TOFt, fat -gfaTOf, « FT7T fafaifa -q<am ttsMcTT 
(R^sfalcFf ni) TOt "Rd I 'S^” s j^7 -$ 3fa$ 7JTO Ttfal 3{7i|4lf<Ha cftTO 'dWO], (<t fW TO) e£ TOR TO PilW 
to rr to “rM W i (PM fW rtrir w rTfr tot tot f) 3fa fM 3Tg4M fro 3 ^ to ^t/09/06/363 
fTOT TOT t, 31^41 <H Wl-77 Mt 3?l7 y^lfeld TOcft "tl 



TOT *tfFR RRT fa^rt M TO R7T m W 3HmfFT 3R^|fR7! (3f?R TO TO cTTO TOTTOT'fi J*fat SlfTOTO 
TOFT 30 7T 3fk ^HdH TOFT 100 HI. t I 7TOTTO HIMHH 3RT7TR (^) RR TOT 5 M TO tl RR7 31T^k^eH RfRF 
t famt ttf rMif -<3^+ddicH=h TOf 3it^t^r srtr tl TOTR 3oHW TgRTfe (RR | Tt) wt firf ' c rf^Tm TO<ftid 

^RcTT ft 3WI 230 ^ 3^ 50 ^ 31^rf mi f^cf *?^T TTT TOT tl 

FdlfMd ^ ^ $*I4H ^ ^fdftcw TT#^ chuid^uf oZm?TO ^ T^cT^ it ifa$ ^ 1^ jfaftFZ; *ft fam 

■STT^T ak ^ ^ f^ft ^ ^ 3T8T^T^^ ^TRlft, W«fcn, fe^1T?d, OTP, fd^T^ 3TT^'^T 

Vicff ^ if -rffaffa ’ll?! f«ft 4 ll 'Jim.MI i 

3flT •?R^K ^RT 3T^WT offT ^ 36 ^T^RT ( 12) STCT Tffafa ^TI Wfa TO ^ z^ -ETt^TT ^Tcft t 
fa S*Rt ^ 3T^te ^ W WTO ^ 317^ -3Fft f^mfcTT ^RT ■?# fem, ^ ^TR 3^ -JFft RRlft ^ f^RT 
3^^-d T#5 RT RTT IrrH tol W t, faPdftd "OTt ^ ^ Ft ^T, W«tcn 3^7 <+>l4m^'d ^ TttTR TTOH Rt #t 
■3^ 5 1%F- m FT ■37r4 3Tftr^r^ TO ^ t^TIT 500 ^ 10,000 TO"^t 3 TOTO TO 7T%cT 5 FF ^ 3lfq^ 3fk 100 ^T 
HFt 3TfifTOR ^TOTRl^ t 3^7 **| H TO 1 xlO *, 2 xlO *fa 5 xlO*, ^ t, TOcTO RT ^TTcTO J*fa RT ^ ^ 
TR^T tl 

'[m. 7T. F^TRT-21 (103 )/2006] 

3TTC, RT8J7^«R?, fdAVW. MW TO fefTO 


3188GI/2006—4 






8854 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 21 „ 2006/ASVINA 29,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 21st September, 2006 

S.O. 4085 . —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained'use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) with digital indication of medium accuracy (Accuracy Class-Ill) of senes 
“NEW” and with brand name “NOVA-TECH” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Nova 
Weigh Industries, No. 4062/1, Street No. 1, Daba Road, Opposite HI, Gill Road, Ludhiana, Punjab and which is assigned 
the approval mark IND/09/06/363; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Weighbridge type) 
with.a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 Kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It 
has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Doide (LED) indicates the 
weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms in terms ot its material, accuracy, design, circuit 
diagram, working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 100 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5 kg or more and with L e’ value of 1 x 10 k . 
2xl0 k or 5x!0\ where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(103)/2(X)6| 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[MPT II—73^ 3(ii)] MRcT °FT TTO : 3PKJMT 21,2006/3nlMMM 29, 1928 

Mff 29 fMcPMT, 2006 

W. 3?T. 4086.—'fc-sOq W<hK MTT, fafed yifaddO "gnT ^ y^d RyV M? fa-dK M> h^k^MF ■MHl’NM F) MMTi? 
fMT cicfcf Rh 1<[^ ciMd hTscti (MtMl* ) did 3?tT HIM HM^ 1976 ( 1976 MiT 60) MMT «ud 3?R hi4 MFTMT 

(MTM#* MM 3PJMtMM) tWT, 1987 ^TrqMMt'Mtsp^i 3fa^T MTcT MW t fa? RMTcTTT MMtM Mi) 3TMfM Mt MMM MfeR 
MMT*fcIT «RT(( T^TT 3 t)t f^MR MftftMfcTMt "*) f)qi y^M MTMTT T^MT; 

3TcT:, 3Rf, c&dsOM MTMiR, UMd 3Tfiifd4|H M>) MRT 36 M>) MMMRT (7) 3ft? MMMTTT (8 ) MRT M^rd dRkiq) MM MMlM ^ict 
172-173, MT^-1, MM 3TT^ $, MFT5JM5, FftMTOT SPI Rift Wd MMT*fcTT M*f ( MMT*fdT M*f II) MT^ * 4 T£M M ’ ‘ 
^ 3REMT TgcR MfetT 3 PMM#R cffcH 4MMWH ( ^M> | 4 TOT) Mt Ml^ MM, MM MTM "F^M?t” f (fatf 

F7TM> MTMP^ "3MM 4T-Sd <+>^1 MMT ) 3fa R*i4 MpJMtMM fd© 3Tlf TR ‘S)/09/06/264 ■HM^R'id f%MT MMT ■§■, 3T j4)<d y^P-H-MM 
'dlit 3^7 TOf?RT M><d) 1? I 



■TO MT^ TRi fTOT ^ TOT MM MR Tfaf 3TTOTfoT aNoMlfcld 4M4»<«I (<Sfc!Mntf TOT) ti 3TfTOTM 

SrfMcTT 2000 ImT. TIT. i? 3?tT ^ddH STMcIT 5 fM>. TIT. i? I 7TrMFR MTMMR 3RTTTR (1?) 100 TTTM i?l fMM H«h 3TT?)q^'.i-1 qfMTf ^ 
fMTTMM 7TM yfdVId MlfTM 3TT4 m<RR TTMTM tl MWT 3 pH4m> FTMTT (TR* f 1g)) TT<4 cfPrFT MfCMR 3M?f?R MiTMT 

tl dq+RI 230 MTO 4 t 50 9HI!cTcff MRT f^T TRIM MT ^TTcTT tl 

tstImm ^ ^ arfdRqd wRt w'jyf °n<im i r . %p. t§tr ^ ^ tt«pm ^ fm, mt 

toT ^TTTTTn 3 tR MT5R ^T^ TTTMTJt, MMT^fcTT, TTfe 'STMITTM, ^f%M snfe Mf^RR M 1%MT W 

^1 

■3fR W^K ^RT 3TfMfw? MRT 36 ^ '3MMRT (12) "gRT TKoT ?ltW! ^TT MMiM Mf ^TlW ^ft t 

% ^ MT^T # 3T^MkM ^ MMFm ^ 3RPfcT M-RScTT URT ^ f^RT, f$W$H ^ 3T^TR 3^ TTFfTfi' ^ f^RTO 
■3^T ^TJMtf^T MfecT fcrfMMfal %MT MMT't, fsrfMf^cT sTMt ^R3RT ^ ^ Ft M3F>, MMT P 4?TT 3fftT 4>l4 , lld'1 ^ fllcrlM 3Mqi< u l Ml FFT 
^ft 100 1 m. MT. MT^T^3tRrt^ “i” MR ^ %IT 5000 ^ 50,000 cT^T M^-TTM^ MTMMPT 3TcRTFT (TH) Tfe 50 

f=hdlOR ^ 3TfM^ 3|R 5000 f^#TTTM cRT 3TfecTM ^McTT Wf t* 3^ 11 f* MR 1 xlO', 2 xlO* Ml 5 xlO^, ^ f, Mi 
MMRM5R MT MT ^ tl 

[M>I M. ^i^M- 21 (24 )/2006 j 
3TR MI^MM, tM^TMT, MTM fM5TR 
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New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4086. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards ot Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-Automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of high accuracy (Accuracy Class-II) of series “HA” and 
with brand name “ELECTRO” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Weightronics 172- 
173, Part-I, MIE, Bahadurgarh, Haryana and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/06/26%<, 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) 
with a maximum capacity of 2000 kg and minimum capacity of 5 kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 100 g. It has 
a lure device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Duide (LED) indicates the weighing 
results. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening'of the machine 
for fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 ol the said Act.,the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing unstruments 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50 kg and upto 5ufK) kg. with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e’ valtw of.lxlOL 
2x1 (L or 5x10*", where k is a positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer 
in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has 
been manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-2!(24)/2006| 
R. MATHLIRBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 







[31311—TsPJS 3(ii)] 


:3R^21,2006/3TlfV®R 29, 1928 


M fo?#, 29 2006 

35T. 3*T. 4087.-^3?fo 7*7337 33, fofoTl 3lfa337) £171 "37) 3*5?! 37 fo317 3*7t ^ 3Y3*5 33" 71313H "tt 331 t 

for 3371 ffo^ f 3fof?l -Rtm (3t3 tt 3$ STfiffo t$) 3TC afo; 3T3 3 H 3 T 3*fafo33, 1976 (1976 33 60) 3*11 31Z 3 fr 313 3133T 
(3fe#' 33 3 * 53 ) 53 ) fo33, 1987 ^3333)'^" 3*5^31 3^7 53 31713l) 331331 t for eRUTTR 33fo 3ft 3*3fa 3 3Tcl3713fo?l 
3*lT*fal 33m; 77903 3^7 fofoFT HfTf^M' f 33533 7fol 3313 3T77T1 7#3T; 

3ffi: m, ^3fo7*7337,3371 SlfafWT 3ft 3171 36 3ft ^33-3171 (7) 3^7 (8) £1713373 ?ffad3T33 33fo 3*73 f3 
%3 Tffo3 7f^3f 8~H, 31533, 33*3^37*, 313313, 53151Z)-781001,3*7*3 £171 fofofocT 3^3 3*3*131 (33133T 

3^ n) 3!7ft “"57* TR* 3)” sfoiTTll 3? 3*3137 7J33 7*f?3 3*733lf?13 cftcR dH3>7 u l (^3^331 3337) 3T53T33, fo^fo" 3fo 33 

313 “fol3 ?lfo3 M t (folk 57lftf 57*3) 3*F3T5333 hTs<H 33F1 33T t)- afa fof7) 3*53)33 fojiS 3*1^ 33 ^ft/09/05/1098 7135^foT3 
fo>3T "331 t, 3*53)33 93M-33 337) 3^7 U33f?13 =b7d1 t; 



■333 3fe^ 33^ f^Kl 33 3337 33 317 k?T 3*13lf771 (^33 m 3337 33) 3*733lfol3 3)?R 3M3>7U| tl ^7f3?t 3*f337- 
33 §lHdi 30 for. HI. sfo 3*3711 100 TIT. t I 7*73133 HIMHM 3R37T3T (t) 33 MM 2 733 tl f7fo *737 3*fo35?T3 ^Rtd 

t fol7*33 3T3 3f3713 o3337?T3!7337 3Tf73 3*k)35?R 7P*T3 tl 933VI 3cU4<6 4l4U (3^f i ^)) 3*3Sf 3tc*3 MftuilH Wfiffd 
3777T1 tl 333T03 230 3fos, 50 ^3 333133? 3171 foSJTT 3313 37 37Ff 377711 tl 

WIhm Mrli 3) 5*0373 3> 3*foffo3 H*fh 3ft ^Hd^l 3> %5 WImA 7) Tfofo ^ fom 7*tc*3^ 3T foRTT 

s3 ll^ , ll 3^7 mTsm 3t fo3t ^ 9^ 313K tf <J^«t>1 MIM J i), 3*3*fol, fs'*H5'1, 7*for^ SNiliM fo^?K3 fol^HT 3*lfo ^ 3?) 7T3? 37 
Hftqfrifl/HRoiltid 3?t foi3T ^i^mi I 

ark 7*7337 "333 aifoPiMM 3>) 3171 36 3>t "33-3171 (12) "glTT 3313 7lfo33f 33 33fo 3T*t "^3 "3F 3fo°Tl 3*73? t 
for "333 3T53T ^ 3*53^3 ^ W 33F133 ^ afofol "37Tt fofoqfcIT ^171 "33? fefo, ^ 3*5737 3*k "371) 7333) k fo*7*k 

3*53tfo3 3TS7T 33 PlH? u l foT31 33T t, fofofocT "37lt ^751^1 3i t) t3T, 3*3*fol 3^7 33*fomR dl^M "3333(31 3? tfo 
1 fo. 73. "k 50 fo. m 33T “i" 3PT ^%3 100 "k 50,000 33T 3Tt7f 7*73133 HIMHM 3*371?! ("^3) 3?k 100 fo. "ST. 3T37TO 
3*fo3T H t” "313 ^ %3 5000 "k 50,000 33T 3l) 7^! tf 7*73133 3H 7*%7T 50 for. m 713T 3T) 3*fo3r7m WTTT 31^ t 3^7 “t” 
313 1 K10 *, 2 xlO % 3T 5 Xl0 % , ^ t, "3? tHlr**=h 3T ^«llcM4i 5pfor 31 ^3 ^ 7T35?3 tl 

[33. 71. ^^*R*-21 ( 171 )/2005 ] 

w 

3*17. 31^33, fo^mr, fofa3T 313 fo?B 
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New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4087. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied.conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred bv Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “SST” series of high accuracy (Accuracy Class-II) and 
with brand name “SHIVSHAKTI” (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shiv Shakti 
Digital Scale Industries, 8-A, Dhanuka Complex, Athgaon, Guwahati-781 001, Assam and which is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/1098; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Tabletop type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of 100 g. The verification scale interval (e) is 2 g. It has a 
tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Doide (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply; 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, 
working principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instruments 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 1 mg to 50 mg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg or more and with ‘e ? value of lxl0\ 2x 10 k or 5x10\ 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(171 )/'20()5) 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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[RFTII—7TO 3(ii)] RRdTOTOTTO :to^5R21, 2006/3TTtoH 29, 1928 

Rf ftot, 29 fadM*, 2006 

^T. 3TT. 4088.-toto RRTOR TO,ftoT TOftoto SRI RRJfT tto TO fTOTR tot to 9¥TO^ Rg M«1H to TOT i 

% TO fto 3 ^ftrfrT RTTOT (toto 7 ^ STj^fa^i') RR to RTR RHTO tolfTOR, 1976 (1976 TO 60) 

(RTS# TO -R^tod) to, 1987 to toto to 3T3?dT f to WRHTOt RRITOT t % Hd l dK TOW tot RRfa to tot RTO RTScT 

toft^t tor Rtto to: M*r toftofrot to to w tortt to; 

3RT:, TO, to^fa TOTOR, RTO 3tftlto^t»IRI 36 totTO-TOR (7) to (8) SKT TORR Tlftof TO to 7 ! p;toto 

fto toR totoi tor 8 -tl TOgTO,TORtoRT, TOtoTFWt-78iooi, srtr srt ftoWd rerr wtor (wto 
to hi) torro rjto totor 3R^tom ton ^wrt (toror to to; to to to) toRf^HTO, 

toto to TORTR“ 1 tototo”f (ftotito'TOT^TOTO^TORRltof tor totI?) toltoto 3 Rtonfro? to tr tot/09/05/1 100 



Rto TO* to TO TO RRRH 3TTtocT Rf fe TO TO TOTOIlRdd (tofTOT to %TT TOTOH fe) cto 

■TO5TOI tl RTtot RfRTOcTR STRdT 30 TO to '^idH RRTO 200 fto.RT. t I RcTOTO TOR 3RRRT (t) TO RH 
10 fTO. RT. % I TOT totTORH ^fdd t ftolTO TTcT yfdRd TORTOcHTcRTO RTfRT 3TT^4^(rH RRTR "f I RTOT7T TOTOfTO TOto 

(TOT i to) to ton RfTOtTR *3toto TORI! tl R7TOTOT 230 to? 50 Fto TORTTOf ‘ RTR iTOR TO RR TO^ TORT tl 

tofto toe to ^ 3rtoto Rtor to) torrj^ to fto; toto to toroto to fto; rtorr tot toro torti to 

Rfto tor ttotot to to ^ ^ TOtot, R«77«to, ftsn^, toto rtotr, ftoRTro ftoiR to to tof to tototor tof toro 

TOTtnTTI 

to totor fRTOR RTOT totoro to TO7T 36 to 'J^-TOTT (12) £TTT TOfTORTf TO toRl TOR ^ TO Rtom TORT 7? 
to "3TOT Rto TO 3RRto ^ TO TOM TOf to 3tofd TOt f^fdHfdl TOT TOt ftofd, toTOR ^ to TOl RTTOt ^ toto 

totod rttot to toto torn tot i , ftorfto tot sjrm ^ to ^t to, RRito to to i ^rmh ^ ton totort rt to to 
5 to. to. to to^ toto to “ i " rh to fto 500 ^ 10,000 tot tot to 3 rttoto rh Rftor 5 to ^ 3toro to 100 to tot tot 

toTTOdR ^RTO to t to “f ” RH 1 xlO*, 2 xlO % TO 5 xlO % , to f, to TORRTO TO TOTORRTO Rto ^ 7RT to RR^TO t I 

[TO. R. TgR^TR-21071 )/2005] 
3-7R. RT^RRR, ftolTO, Mto RTR iRRH 
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[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


THE GAZETTE OF INDIA:OCTOBER21, 2Q06/ASVINA'29,1928 


New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4088. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of hybrid type non¬ 
automatic weighing instrument (conversion kit for weighbridge) with digital indication of “SSW” series of medium 
accuracy (Accuracy class-III)“SHIVSHAKTr (hereinafter referred to as the said Model), manufactured by M/s. Shiv 
Shakti Digital Scale Industries, 8-A, Dhanuka Complex, Athgaon, Guwahati-781001, Assam and which is assigned the 
approval mark IND/09/05/1100; 



The said Modd is a strain gauge type load cell based hybrid type non-automatic weighing instrument 
(conversion kit for weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 30 tonne and minimum capacity of 200kg. The verification 
scale interval (e) is 10 Kg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current 
power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sales. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 100 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5kg or more and with ‘e’ value lxl0 k , 
2xl0 k or 5xl0\ where k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model has been manufactured. 


IF. No. WM-21 (171 )/2005 ] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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W 7IW : 21, 2006/377f^F7 29, 1928 


^ 29 PtfcTR7,’ 2006 

^rr.3TT. 4089,-«fr?fa R7R7R 3FT, fafFcT 5nfsR7T7t £T7T ^ TR^cT R7 f^TRR ^R% ^ WWH RR7 

t fa ^5RT1 Vftt 3 Rf^T RT5R (ifa 37Tfrf<T ^sf) RTE 37^7 RR RFRF 37fafdRR, 1976 (1976 4R 60) <7*77 RI3 3$ft RR 
RFT3F (RTSRf SFJRfaT) fWT, 1987 "% TpNI "% 3Tf^7 t 3^ ’W ^ RRPRT1fa eTRTTTTC 5Hfa Rft 3WfaW 
hT^CI RRtMcTT scum, «&<W 37t7 fafad Ml<f^lfn«ff "4 TR^fd •Mql 3Kld RRcTT <^11; 

37cT:, 37R, Rtd7T7> W 37fafa7R R>t R77I 36 fat dR-tT77T (7) 37T7 (8) igRI Trf^nff ^ 

fa fa chrhV^vh; 155, fRHR rrt, ^ Tte, ■ 3^-302018 ;Rm^h;?rt fafafif'd r*rr RR 7 *fa[ in) 

‘fafafaTTfa'sj^fa 37fadr7£ERfa%77, 37?3RTfcRf dfaR '3WR1 (fafaRRRSRT) faRTSR RtT, fasfa RTRRH RW “fa fa 
#t (ffafa ^77fa Rdd RT5R R7R RRT t) 3fr[ ffa7 37^M ffa£ 377^ 7^7 fa/09/05/451 RHjfaVffl faRT RRT t, 
37WR-Rd ^TRt 37t7 y^ld RRfa fl ' ‘ 



3377 RfeeT Trap faffal fad URTR dd RT7 fad 377*7Tf7<7 (fadeT ZR 3Ri77 47T) 37TOlfdcl TTfafR ~<RdRR f I 3R • ’ 
3TP^+dO 8RRTT 30 ffa.RT. 37fa ^dcR *R7cl7 100 7TT. t I 77cRRd RRRR 37R7TcT (^) R7T RH 5 317. t I ?7fa‘ RRf 377fafaJ*R fadd 
7? ffaTTRH 7R7 fafald o4}c|eh<rHlcH+'<7lft?I 37tfaT<Jdd RR1R ft 3PF7YT 3R7dfa ^STfag - (7^7 f fa) 5Rfa facR MttfalH Wfefo RRR 
tl 3W1 230 fac^ 50 Ffad Mc4l4dl *7R7 ^RcTT fl 

^ffRTj <£ ^ 37fMt^7 #1 ^7 ^TCRRJof o?Rr?T7f ^F f^r 7§^t ^ %TT ^ %*7T RTRn W 

RfeR ^ faSFt ^ RFR 411^4 37T^t 77TR7ft ( R«7T«kT, f^lH.’TTfe », Pd^Kd iTO^ 3TTf^ ^fr?Tcj? RT MPlM^rl'RfRf^P 

rfP fW wtrtii ; ‘ '. 

3^7 7H7+K ^77 37f%7tW7 *TKI 36 ^fl TR-m7T (12) sTPO VlPdddl' ^7 3RTn ^RTF f77 ^ ^Rrfr t 

1%^7ifeT^ 3TcT r fcT ^ P^fPdMjdl &I7T ^ fejcT, P^^l^d ^ 3PJRR 3% ^7t UTmft R fiTTR 

37j,dl1<d RfeR ^T HRf^ f^RTT RTT t, Mdf^cl ^77t 5 JRRT ^ ^ fl t^F, R«FT^. 3^ ^T^TRR ^ ci^td^ ^TH RT 
100 f*T. m RT 37R7 37f%R ^ RH ^ PtR. 500 ^ 10,^00 rR ^ ^7 R TTcRTRd RH 7Ti%cT 50 1V.7TI. H9F ^ arfa^RTR *;7Rd7 
3^7 “^” -RP7 1 xlO*, 2 xlO % RT 5 xlO % , ^f, RF7 *7dkH4> RT diuilrHdi *^lf^^77 ^ ^ TlRcfcR t I 

[m 77. ^^-^7-21 (104 )/2005 ] 

37R. -RT^qiF, Pd<^r^ t f8|f«R7 RR fa?TR 


3188GI/2006—5 
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THBGAZETTE OF INDIA: OCTOBER 21, 2006/ASVEMA29,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4089. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic (Table 
top type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “JBCH” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “JBC” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. J. B. C. Corporation, 155, 
Milap Nagar, Tonk Road, Jaipur-302018, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/451. 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and Model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle, etc. before or after sales. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 100 mg to 2g. or with verification scale interval (n) in the range 
of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of Ixl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl0 k , where k being the positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(104)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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*TT?cT NT ?TNNT : 3N$5? 21, 2006/aTOcR29, 1928 
^ fTOft, 29 fad*4<, 2006 

NT. 3TT. 4090.—*K=bK NT, Rjfed HTfftNTTt TJRT ^ft y*<jd Rm1<£ R? Ift-dK N?ft ft> H?^iq^Nr ?TTTRTR ift 7 F0 ^ 
fNTOfftft^ft’TOTTftiTO 1976 (1976 nt60) <t*tt N 3 aft? nr tthn 

(ftfeftf NT TO^O fTO?, 1987 ^ 3FJSN t TO^TTNcTNt ftWTT t fN WTTN?TOl^t 3TTOft *ft TO ftTO 

... .. . L i. 1 . N .. _ r r- _V V . • ..\_. _ • - • 

TT*TTS|3T NTTR <<shT| 3TR TNNR MUlWm^l ft 3N(cW ftftT TNH NTN TsftT; 

3TTT; 3T«T, 41^4 7TTNT?, <j«ki 3Tf%iRi4(H Nt NTT 36 Nt dy’NKi (7) aft? (8) SKI y^cd ^iRki^iY NT iWtd *#$ |TR ftftft 

ftfttfttNnrftTO, 1 55 , TOn w, ftrN fts, nne?-30201 8 ttn?*nt skt to ^TOn (wTO Nf 11 ) TO “ ft ftt ftt 

ft'**jTsRrTT ft atTNN ?$NT TOl, 31WNfad TOft 34N?U| (^fOTMR) ft ftTO NT, fftftft TO NT ftTft “ft ft ftt” t (fftft 
Wft i?rft wnc( tot ftTO n?t to t) aft? Iftft ^^h)<h fftt anf rr ft/09/05/450 y^f?id fro to ft, 3 ^m1<h 
yHi u i-TN 'dlO aft? ydilf^ld =b<d) ftl 



TS^ft nT-scn RN fq^>fd ft5T yNR NT ftl? ft?T 3TORd (<Y«Kd 3N 31NT? NT) 3itqd[Rifl <TT<rR 3M't>< u l ft I 
■Srf^efidH ^Hdl 30 fft.Ul aft? »<^idH ^IHdl 100 TfT. ft 1 WMlHd HlHHld ^i'ddci (i|) NTTNT 2 TTT. ft I RN 3n^T^R RfftT 
ft 1ft?TNT 7TTT ylcurm ^q^eidTcRN Nfft arft^cjcfd "SPira ftl y=t>i?i dr«4«t> -siTO (RR ^ ft) y^?f TOR hR«h* 1 aMft^ld NTO 
ftl TTONT 230 ft?3 50 yr^l^dl N7T fd^d TNN RT ^Ff <Md! ^1 

Wl'lMO x^ 3 ^ ^l+H ^ ^PdRdd R#3 W\ dN'i'jyi oi|c|^|<i’ ^ %R 7§^ R! ^ #?R^ ’STT^n aftT 

Tfer ^ fireft ^ ^TT^K^f cTHcpt 1#, W«Rn, , ^fe'KTTOW, Rwi Rl^Rl 3Tlf^ ^ yRdfrid.'Nl^f^T 
d^l 1^r?n *im( , ii l * *' r ■’ ' 

3?R cf)^0^ W^R 3^ 3TfqfWT mn 36‘5Ft^T-«lRT (12) ^RT1^T TNRt ^ ^ W ’RfRWT ^Trft t 
• % TlTScT ^ ^ yRM T^f ^ STcTfcT ^ PdRlMidl ?RT^ft fail'd, fe'dl^d 3^TR 3ft? *3?ft ^IMifl'^ f^RT^ 

3)fq\f4ci Tfferf ^r ^mfor f^pqr fjm t, fapjftd ^Ra^n i\ T?«iT«fcn aft? ^ Fnr 

i ft. m 'ft 50 ft?, m ^ M tm ^ ioo *ft 5,000 ^ ^^ ft* tfcrcra (tn) 3 ft? 100 1ft. Tfr. ^ 

aftfeRJ ^ >l f* TTR ^ Iftnr 5000 ft 50,000 cNf ft RfrTO "RH ?rf?<T 50 fem cNT 3?f«NRm TOT TO t #? “^ H 
TNT 1 x!0*, 2 XlO* "N 5 xlO*, 'ftt, ftl ^HlrH<4i ^ :fcU||<*R6 ^jTO Tn ^ ft f i ! . ' 

[NT. ft. TTrr-21 ( 104 )/2005 ] 

3TR. TTT«^8Tq, f%TN, f¥TO TNT TON 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 21, 2006/AS VINA 29,1928 


[Part II — Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4090. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic weighing 
instrument (Tabletop type) with digital indication of “JBCT” series of high accuracy (Accuracy class-II) and with 
brand name “JBC” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. J. B. C. Corporation, 155, Milap 
Nagar, Tonk Road, Jaipur-302018, Rajasthan and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/450; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 2 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make and performance of same series with maximum capacity upto 50 kg and with number of verification 
scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 50,000 for ‘e’ value of Img to 50mg and with number of verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for l e’ value of lOOmg or more and with e’ value of lxl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl() k , 
k being the positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance 
with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been 
manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (104)/2005] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM. Director of Legal Metrology 
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[ RRT II—3(ii)] RKd dd : 3^^ 21, 2006/3Hfe 29, 1928 

d$ felt, 29 fed*, 2006 • 

d>T. 3R. 4091.—4>*4(ta WR dd, fafed RlfddrRt ^TTT RRJd fRit£ R* fddR dR^ ^ RTdl^dF RRTRTd ?t RdT t 
% ddd fRlte t? qfold *|Te<rl (^## ^TJH 3fftT TfRI aqrf?lf^r»T, 1976 (1976 dd 60) dRT dT3 3?K RTR Wtt 

(Rfet 1987 31^$3fa^Rrad?t'*fedTifod0ldK3fedft3fe 3 ^3ddRfe 

dRT*tdl ddTR RidT 3?ft fafaH Rftfeddf ^ 3q^dd "^dT Rdff dRdT T^RT; 

2R7T:, 3?d, c t)’ : sO*i RTdTR, <idd STfdPi^H d>) RRT 36 *6) "3R-RRI (7) 3lt^ (8) SKI 3Rfd ^iRtct^lt dd RdRT dkd ^Q, A^l^f 
^ dt Rt ddfedd, 155, fen d*R, Zfo Tte, fej*-302018 RRRTTd ^RT fefe R«TR ddfe (ddfe felll) fe dt 
Rt dt" *J0Rrn dt 3Td>d> 4^d 4ifed RddRjdd? 3Rddlfad dtdd ^MdR 0 ! (R^Rffpt Sld>K) dvRisd dd, fdRd> dfe dd RTR “d 
dt Tit T? ( P^kI "3dd hTsct! d*?!T RdT 1?) 3ij<, 3TTsf ^d -^1/09/05/452 Rd^^f?ici Rl RdT 1?, 

3Rptdd WT-^ "3fRt 3fk Rddfe dRdt ti 



"33d dT-scn Rd* fq<^fd ‘^td y=t>K dd RR ltd RTRTftd dY<dd WFT I ^Rdft 3lfddiRR S1RRI 500 fd».RT. 3^7 "^JRRR 
3TRRT 2 fe 1. t I RcdTRR OIMHH 3TRRM (^) dd RH 100 TTT. t I RdT StU^dd RfdR t fdRdd RR Rffe 

?dddTRlRT?RdT RRTd t t RddR drH4+ Rfe (Rd i ^t) fe #l #IR3R#i dRRT tl 3RRRU| 230 

fes, 50 F^R MrqiqciT RRT fcjsjd RRR RT dTPf dRRT 1? I * 

wifn't Kdi dt RSU^d dt 3iRiRdd M^ild d>t oqq^i<T dt RdO oltf'l R Odid ^ Riy, Rlcrl^^ Rt Rhdl ‘^i^n 3?R 

hT«<i "fe>t RRTRK^f d^dil tiHiil,RRRRn, Is«ii5d, ^RRUR.felKd fa^RT 3Tlf^ «Ft wf RT HRqfan/HRqfS(cl 

dft Rb^ll «IH<0!I 

3^R «hd(l<< TTTdTR 3dd 3TRjRRR RRT 36 "^t 3R-RRT (12) Ski ysrd'^lRtd^l ’3d RdTd RRd '^Q, RF RtRRI 'Mcfl 'i' 
f3F> "33d nisei 3T^ft^d ‘dt 1R "SfRM-Rd ^ 3RT I fd dRl [qPinldl ^RT dRl Rn«Sld, fe-^l^d ^ 31^RR 3tk dRT <rll-Hifl R f^RTR 

^•l^lRd hT-SCI dd RihRi Rbdl RRT fqfdfnd "3Rt *J<£fcll ^ ^ ^ Rdi, 'dRT^fdT 3^T dJRfdMd dt 3H«t>< u l Rt ^f 7 ! Rt 

5 m RT 3?fe" c^ - u 'i” RH -Rnr 500 R 10,000 dft tiR RRlFTd RH R%d 50 fe.TU. R 1000 fe-TH. d^ dft 
RfedR ^RdTfe t 3ftr 4 *^ M RH 1 xlO* 2 xlO*RT 5 xlO*, ^f, Rt RdkR* RT 4 iUllcH<+i TjqfdT RT ^RR^dd f I 

[Rd. R. ^^RR-21 (104 )/2005 ] 

3TR. RT^RR, RfeF, IRfe RN fed 
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THE GAZETTE OF INDIA : OCTOBER 21, 2006/ASVINA 29,1928 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4091.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act. 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues'and publishes the certificate of approval of the model ot the self indicating, 
non-automatic, (Platform type) weighing instrument with digital indication of "JBCP" sei ies of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class-III) and with brand name “JBC” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. J. B. C. Corporation, 155, Milap Nagar, Tonk Road, Jaipur-302018, Rajasthan and whiiT is assigned the approval 
mark IND/09/05/452; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with a maximum capacity of 500 
kg. and minimum capacity of 2kg. The verification scale interval (e) is lOOg. It has a tare device with a 100 per cent 
subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument 
operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate sealing shall also be done to prevent opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices and model shall not be changed in terms of its material, accuracy, design, circuit diagram, working 
principle etc. before or after sale. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg. and up to 1000kg. and with number of verification scale interval (n) 
in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2xl0 k or 5x10 k , k being the 
positive or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the same principle, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (104)/2(K)51 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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1T7F H7 TRll : 371^77 21,. 2006/3lfTO 29, 1928 
if ftrcft, 29 facfHFt, 2006 

W. 37T. 4092.-^?fa 777107 10,.flfFF irfWTt SRI 1# 17<JF 17 faFT7 TO H 7RT1T1 FT HI F 

% IFF Mh #' lf#F ifFFT (it# Ft if 3TRftfl##') 1H aftT 111 ITHT 37MTO, 1976 (1976 HT 60) FIT 171 3?t7 171 1F1H 
(ifFFTf HT 3^1^) fTO, 1987 ^ ^ ^ 3TJFH $ 3#7 W 1TF iff 7T1T11T t TOFTT lltl Wt 3Tlfl # it IFF ifeeT 
!1T#FT q'liy, <<si J ii 3#7 fqf*M nHIVifd^T 1 >sh^fF y^M 7 ^ j ii; 

37F:, 37F, 4>**k •w<=hK, IFF 3Tf#Pl<lH 1# 1T7T 36 1# H-1T7T (7) 3?t7 (8) {JI7IHF FTfFFlt FO utl FT7F ^tr h^ 4 
#7TF£ f#7dHH, 37T7#F 9/48, 7^tl73. 12, <JMd<*>l«ilS i7«W&fl*1,lf f^crfl-110019 fJTTT PifUd lEH HT^FTF# (HI^JrFI^f-III) 
<31# ‘‘ s ®^’* ^jTsKril it 31=ticti 7JHF Ff?cf 3T7FFTfFTF FtFR (^FFTHTl yF>K) it hTsqI FO, FT5 FTf HI "#71^3 M 

7^ (fl# F7T# 5*1 F> l^FT^HF *#561 FTFT HT ^) 3#7 f#7?t 3TJltlF f#F 31lf H Ft/09/05/19 *iH^foid P=b^i HI 1?, d^nK-f 
WT^ HTTt 3#7 y+lfeld FTTFt t ; 



'S*W mT-SCI fd^>cl # 1 T y«f>K FO "HK #Cl SHTfTF 37 ^ 717^1 clldd 31 F> 7 U I ( i«1C1dlH y°hl< HI) 7? | FTTF# 37 flFiFl 
suit 30 1h. m afk suft 100 t i ttor tor stitttft (f) hi hr 5 m t 1 hit 3tt#h?[ri ^rt t 

TRT yfd*id ^THFROlTcHFr ITfTF 33T#Hc[<?R HHTF i?l TTHTTI <Jrtl4«h Sl41s (HR f 5^) dld*l ifTHW <JM^f?fd <*>«1I 
^1 FIHTH 230 50 6<{^1 IrHlcTf 1KT fci^d SKU 17 =hl4 H7H "tl 

«.iTHM ^ 3#df717T ITftl Ht diMd^uf oqq5|<l ^ tHl 73^0^ 7^ #«h^ it 1^1 4)dq^ it Ptxfl Mliy/ll | 

3ft7 ^Htl 7T7UT7 'S«W 3TflflH 1st H7T 36 Ht "31-1T7T ( 12) SKI H7T "^iflllt H y*iVl IF *h 1 H u !I l>7lt ^ 

tl> 3«td ^ 3f^Hls*1 ^ F7T HTH-H 3id4d FTTt flfllfcn SKI <4#i fl^RT, Fs'* 115*1 it 37J7T17 3?t7 <s#i lUlt 7^, f«T7T^ 

3dd 37^ltfll lf5H U7 Pih(**I f°FlT HT faPlf^lG FTft ^isidl ^ ^"ft Ft T^op, 3?t7 1H#1TH1 it dl(^H 3H<+>7’*I it Ft# 

lit 100 fa. m # 2 m fh u f* in ^^100 # 10,000 fit nt #1 # huh 3#i7i6T (h) 3^7 5 ituftt# 37 ^ 

^ 44 ^ H lR^^n7 500# 10,000 ^ Htfa#mHH (n) 37F7M 77fFcl 50 fH.1T. FH Ht aTfillFl ^flFTH^ 13^t7 4< ^ H 
1H 1 xlO*, 2 xl0*U 5 xlO*, ^ t, lit IFTcH IT Fi^lTr^^ \ u lf<+ IT 7JH ^ ll^Fl "t I 


[HT. 77. F^H-21 ( 101 )/2004] 
37R. iT^Ti, Pfcm, Wm iti fro 
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New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4092. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given belowpis in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Table top type) with digital indication of “W” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) 
and with brand name “WEYRITE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Weyrite System, 
RZ 9/48, Street No. 12, Tughlakabad Extn., New Delhi-110019 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/19; 



The said Model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Table top type) 
with a maximum capacity of 30 kg. and minimum capacity of lOOg. The verification scale interval (e) is 5 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts, 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity up to 50kg. with verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg. to 2g. and with verification scale interval (n) in the 
range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of 1x10*, 2xl0 k or 5xl0\ where k is a positive or 
negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same principles, 
design and with the same materials with which, the said approved Model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21(101)/2004] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 





[TOT II—TsP*5 3(ii)] 


W TOWR : 21, 2006/gnftTO 29, 1928 8869 

^ 29 fmzn, 2006 

TO.3TT. 4093.7T7TO7 TO, WgR TOfaTO^ £RT ^ TRTJfl TO faTOR ^ 7TTOTO FT TOTT 

t iTOTORT Mi 3 xtfofa TO5R (^ xft ^ an^tcf ^') TO2 gffc TOT TOTO7 STfafWT, 1976 (1976 ^60) cT«TT ^T2 aflT TTFT 
TOTTO (Tfetf TO gRHKd) fzm, 1987 ^ ^ 3T^4 $ afa ^ W sft ^pSRT f fa tfTOTOR ipfri oft 3Tc*fa 3 *ft ^ 

TOTT*fcTT TOR TTOTO gfc fsrfTOT ■qftfelfotf 3 TjqxjTO 7faT TOR TOM 7$TO; 

3TcT: gR,x£^RT7TOH,^gTf¥^TO^ TORT 36 Xffi XJtr-TOTT (7) 3?ft (8) SRI^TOfTORff TO y<il«l TO7^ 1|TR ^7T7f 
t-TO^RT, gTT7 TO® 9/48,7^2 7T. 12, RJTOTTOHR W^R,^ 1^eft-l 10019IF7Tftftfa^ TOTOsfal TOf (TOTTsfalTOf-III) 
“t§^ m ^ 37TOTO 7JTO 77%T, glTTOTOfcR <^R SVTOW (TO^TO*? TO) $ TO, fTOTO^ TO7TO TO TOT * 4 #77?3 4t 

T? (fTO^ 17T^ fTT^ H^rqiq^ d=W hTsctI gft7iTOT^ gl TOT^ TRirt/09/05/18 l^' 41 TOTT t - , 3T5*T^R 

3WFT-TR TOTCt 3?fc yTOlfllM.TORt t ; 



TOTO xffSR XRT ^3f TO TO TOR^TO gTT*nfR g TRS TTOf TO T rftTOf TOTOTO (TOtTOTOf 3TTOK TO) f I STTTOt SlfaTOTO 

sttott 300 from gk w i fro m f i totor totoir grroiR (i) to tot 50 ht. f 1 rto ^fro t 

froTrro w\ yRi^w ^ttotortctot htItto strItotot ■q^R i?i y+w g<*i 44 » ^Prte (txr "I ^t) xr?i cftcn mR u iih dH^fVtn tort 

tl TOTOTR 230 50 RRTO ■qRITOl %TRT KR RR TO^ TORT t I 

wiTh 1 ! x ^te ^ *j^i ^ gTfxrftro n^iln to tor 1 ^ ^ Irr; <al<i4 ^ firo^ ^ Rim, ■Hlciq^ *ft 1 %to to^tt i 

TOTR 7TTTO7 ^TO gT^rf-m TOO 36 TOt TOT-TORT (12) '§TTT XRrf ^[Rw^f TO XR^T TOR?T ^ #TOTT TORt t 

Iro gTOf ^ gRRTO ^ ^7T XRTFl ^ 3TcF^ ^fT f^TOlfcn 'gRT WT fTOjm, ^ g^TOT gfk WT TTTWt fTOTO 

3to gi^lRd to fWn froro firo t, Mzffa ^rt *fsfro ^ ^ i\ ^ro, w«fro gfrx to^ttrr ^ ^Rrr ^ttort ^ #r 
100 fff.m ^ 2 in. XTTO “i” RFT ^ iRTO. 100 ^ 10,000 RTO ^ f^T ^ TTcTOTO TOTOTR gRRTR (X^) gflX 5 m TO ^7# 
grfe^“^" RFT ^ fRXT, 500 ^ 10,000 TOT TOt ^Jf ^-RmH (XR) gRTTIRTTfro 50 %.TO. ^ grfTOTT gfk 1000 fTO. ITT. cTTOTOt 
grfTORm ^TcTTTO^ t gfk“|” XTO 1 xIO*, 2 xlO* TO 5 xlO*, ^ f, TOl TOTRTOT TO WR? R^lfTO TO ^ ^ TRT^TO I I 

[TO. 7T. T5^XTR-21( 101 )/2004] 
gTR. Tn^J^TOX, RtTOtto, 'Mtot tot ^tr 


3188GI/2006—6 
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New Delhi, the 29th September, 2006 

S.O. 4093. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with the 
provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of the non-automatic 
weighing instrument (Platform type) with digital indication of “W” series of medium accuracy (Accuracy class-III) and 
with brand name “WEYRITE” (hereinafter referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Weyrite System, 
RZ-9/48, Street No. 12, Tughlakabad Extn., New Delhi-110019 and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/18; 



The said model is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing instrument (Platform type) with 
a maximum capacity of 300 kg and minimum capacity of 1kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 50 g. It has a tare 
device with a 100 percent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instruments operates on 230 Volts 50 Hertz alternative current power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine for 
fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 50kg and up to 1000 kg with 
verification scale interval (n) in the range of 100 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of lOOmg to 2g and with the verification interval 
(n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e' value of 5 g or more and with ‘e’ value lxl0 k , 2xl0 k or 5xl0\ k being a positive 
or negative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer in accordance with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-2l(101)/2004] 
R. MATHURBOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 








[ Wl II—3(ii)] 


^TRcT =FT TT5TT3 : 3FRJ5T7 21, 2006/3tlfcR 29, 1928 
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^ 3 37^7, 2006 

^T.37T. 4094.-4^4 7TT4JT7 4TT, fafkl SIlfttfiKl j^TT ^ fkte 47 faOR 4T7^ ^ Wlc^ TmWR 

faTRFcf fak 3 (=rfa^ 3 n^k ki) w 3 k ' 414 414^ 3 df¥ro, 1976 (1976 44 60) twiwz 3 k 4 T 4 4 H^ 

(Mk<rlY 44 ST^Rfar) faro,'1987 ^'3444? ^ t sk ^ 4T4 4lt Tl'TOT t fa <H J lldK 44kfat 3fa4 3' 4t44d4T5?T 
^T«n«f7TT ^FTTTT T#m 3 k 3 <5Ri£dd ^4T 3KR 4T74T T^TT; 

37n:,3R,^^7R^,^3Rf?#m^t^Rr 36^t^T-«n71 (7) 3k(8) STO44cd ijlfafa 444*kl ^ TRT 
fwi ^4 ttu^ JHlPrfOl «+>u|^, srrf TTt, "444 4. 57, %WRT '=707-383001, fao4 Uld7d4T3I, 147T4 £T7T Pi ft a 

4Sn*fa (4*IT*fa ^f-III) 4F?1 "ITT 7ft 7ft” »fap?TT 4l sfa* 7J44 7T%4 3T744Tfacf ftfad 7WI (ft fad ^fa4444#l faz) 
4^ ftfeel 44, fftTfa 415 44 4TR "ftm" t (faft 3^7 fftft 3^'RkH fft^ 3T^TTR 

^t/09/05/1011 UM^ld tor 44T f, 3 ^ 9 ) 4 =! Wl- 1 ^ 3k y^rf^TcT 4Rcft f ; 



444 TTfe^T Pd*Pd kf 4447 44 4T7 ftel 3TT4lf7cT 3R44Tfad (ft fad dfr fal 4w^'fa fa4 4447 44) cflcTO '?T44'J1 t I 

^fat 3rfft44m wn 40 zr sk ^jrrr sjrrt 100 fa.m i i Ucdim tor sRrrra (I) 44 -rr 5 fa.m t s S7k 
Suft-R^RR t ftw+l 4T4 yfald ^d4>cHHIrM4> tnftrT 3mfajR9 4414 t I 4447T ZTTRfa (TRR i ^t) mfa of^TTO 

Wf^d 41741 t I 444)<ui 230 ftfa, 50 4zft yc4lddl %TT7T tft?p 44T4 97 44ft 4174T tl 

TZl f fal faz4ft 7Tfa 417ft ^ ^PdPPfd mfttR 4ft <69^1 ^T4F17T m fat* 7^ ^Tl ^ 7t^ ^ %t Ht f^TT 

'-41 ^'T! I ^ 

3Tk, TTT^TR, ^71 3Tf«Tf=Fm %n71 36 ^ ^T-^TI71 (12) ^171 ^l(4d4f' =FT W 1*1, ^ W 

^Tcft f fa? ^7T -RTScT ^ ^ ^7T W*n-^ ^ 3TcT r fcl ZXt Pcfft^ U7T 3# fTTOT, fS'^d ^ 3T171T7 3^7 ^Tlt WWt 

^ f^T# 3l^q)P<d -Rf^T =FT f=mkl f^II W t, f¥=lf% ^Tlt *^TT ^ ^ # ^>, ^«n«kl sk ^iklTcTR ^ cTT^R '34^T 
^■#1^5 f®F.m ^3777} 3rfiFf7^ "^"RTR ^^500 ^ 10,000 TT^T ^ ^'WRWR 3737177 l^) 77%d 5 
H 3rf%FF 3k 100 ZR cl^ 3rf«R»c!*r $R7fT ^ t 3k “f ? ^TTR 1x10 *, 2x10 * ^0 5x10*, ~4 t, # «RR«3» ‘^TO 
Tjrrrf^ ^TTpi ^ UMcJrR fl 

lRR. 77^ W^1R-21 (2601/2002 j 
3717. ■RT^OTf, PK?T^, ~m f^[R 
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New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4094. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the 
prescribed authority, is satisfied that the Model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in 
conformity with the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards 
of Weights and Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said Model is likely to maintain its accuracy 
over periods of sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the Model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (conversion kit for weighbridge) with digital indication belonging to medium accuracy (Accuracy 
class III) of “SCC” series with brand name “SHIVAM” (herein referred to as the said Model), manufactured by 
M/s. Shivam Weighing & Engineering Co., G.I.D.C. Plot No. 57, Himmat Nagar-383 001, Dist. Sabarkantha, Gujarat 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1011; 

The said Model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (conversion kit for weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 100 kg. 
The verification scale interval (e) is 5 kg. It has a tare device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instruments operates on 230 Volts, and 50 
Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said Model shall also cover the weighing instrument 
of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and upto 100 tonne 
with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5kg or more and with ‘e’ value of 
lxI0 k , 2xl0 k or 5x!0\ k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero, manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
Model have been manufactured. 


[F. No. WM-2I(260)/2002] 
R. MATHURBOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 











[RFTII—'3(ii)] 


RRR RR wrr : 3T^R 21, 2006/aRlf^T 29, 1928 
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fa?#, 3 2006 

W.3IT. 4095.—7RRTR RFT, f^ri%cT HlfaRT# ^RT "STRJR "97 faHR HS" 7THTOTR BVHHT t 

fa ^ RfaTR RTS^T (H# # Hf 3TT#H ^slf) RTE #TRTRHTHRF 37faftRR, 1976 ( 1976 HR 60) HRT HTS #T RTR RPRFT 

(Hfe# HR SRpTfaR) faHH, 1987 # RW*f # 3T^T t sfR^THTcTHft RHTHRT t fa oFITRR Mfa # STHfa 3 # ^3HR iter 
H^TT^fa ^iii< <.<sJ J ll #T fafaFT ^ TRRJRR ^qi SF4tR HRdl <$4!; 

3RT:, 3TR, 7TTHRT, <3=K1 SfifarfRHR H>t HRT 36 H>t HH-HRT (7) #7 (8) URT 3THH Hlfafa HR H«iWH># ^ 
fm* n$l T^^^ftfaqfaT HR*#, # zui # #, ^IJZ R. 57, fa*TR HR7-383001, fa^TRTR^TO, SRI fafafaR R^RT 
H87T«fa (W«k H^f-III) ^r^^3fa^7qprf^faf ^x<irdd ^:^^ TORT ( #T 9 H RR ) ^ 

RfecT HR, faftfa HTS HR RTH “falHH" 1? (fa# 5*#’ M^HI^ RHR iter HT*T HHT t) 3?R fa# SRJRfaR faf 3TT? HR 
#709/05/1013 <rlH^fVm faHT HHT t, 3RJRKR HHffl-HH #7 HHRfaTR HHcft $ 1 



<3 c w hTs^I fa^ffa " 3 fa y^K HR HR oO^JlRd fl)<rH <J4«bl u l ^ I T£lfat 3TfH4>d'R WRTT 1000 fa.UI. •3?k ^JRHH 
S3HHT 4 fa.TTT. t I 7M WTR 3JRTCKR (|) HR RPT 200 HT. $ I ^HR $ faFRS i HTH #te 

^mc-WIcH^ HT#T aifa^R HRW t IHHRST 4cH*fa *5## (ReT f#) H^f H ffolTH dH^fd TOI t I WFRI 230 H#R, 
3?R 50 ^?f HfHTH# RRT fagR KRT HT Hi# HRRT t I 

^sffaRT Krfa Hft ^l<n ^ 3 iIciR«ki’ R?fa ^ Rm, olcr) Rfl^ 7fa^ faR Rt faqi 

'3TTR7TT I 

afk, wsm, srfRfam rrt 36 ^bh-rrt ( 12 ) irt hrh ?rfafa hr -gfan hf rMt 

^Kfl! ’t' fa <J<w hT-sci ^ IR 3RTFT-RRR> 3T?Ffd "3HI fqRi^ldl "SRT "ERt IVi^&lcl, faSTT^R ^ 3T^RR ■sfk «H«I 

^ farr^ 3TjRtfar mT«<h hr farfa faRT rrt' t, fanfar *j<acii ^ ^ ^ - 4^>, RRi^fa ^Ir RjpfaeR ^ rter er^pthr 
5 HI. 4 ‘^ M RR^%^ 500 ^ 10,000 H3T ^ ^ RcRTB RTRRH 3RRM (HR) RfaT 5 ZR 

^ 3te? 3^lr 100 ZR STfaRuRT ^HTcTT ^ t 44 RTR 1x10 * 2x10 % HI 5x10 % , ^ t, # RHI^4» HI ^qicR^ 

^iF=n H7 '9J 7 R ^ I 

[m R. 1 ( 260 )/2002 ] 

3TR. in^qR, fR^TRT, fa*PF RN fafH 
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New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4095.—Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of the self indicating, 
non-automatic (Crane type) weighing instrument with digital indication of “SCN” series of medium accuracy 
(Accuracy class III) and with brand name “SHIVAM” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Shivam Weighing & Engineering Co., G.I.D.C. Plot No, 57, Himmat Nagar-383 001, Dist. Sabarkantha, Gujarat 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1013; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based weighing instrument with 
a maximum capacity of 1000kg. and minimum capacity of 4kg. The verification scale interval (e) is 200g. It has a tare 
device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing 
result. The instruments operates on 230 Volts, and 50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of same series with maximum capacity above 500kg. and up to 500kg. with number verification scale 
interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10,000 for ‘e’ value of 5g. or more and with ‘e’ value of lxl() k , 2x10 k or 5x10 k , k 
being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same manufacturer with the same 
principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved model has been manufactured. 

[F, No. WM-21 (260)/20021 
R. MATHURBHOOTAM. Director of Legal Metrology 
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Rfferft, 3 3TR^<iR, 2006 

W. 3Tf. 4096.RTOR TO, fe?d YlfTOKt TOT ^ tR^cT RT felR wti ^ ^1 TO t 

%TOTftRt23‘RfteRTg?T (Rfeft Rf 3TTfeT ^) RTZ aikRTRRTTO atfqfroR, 1976 ( 1976 TO 60 ) TOT RH 3^ RTR RTTO 
(irrs#' to 3^xfT<i) feR, i987^TOrofe3T^i3rk^RraRTtRTOTOifoRrRiTOTOkRft3fei3 RtirroRter 
^r«rr«fcri ^ Rte 3?k fero 3 TO 3 TO te wr tort t#rt; 

31cT:, 3TR, RTTOT, TOT 3?feRRR?t RRT ?6 RftRR-RRT (7) 3rfc (8) TO1W^lHfd'qTTO ^ TO^ ^ tef 
1WT #T ^fefRI TORdt, Rt 3Tlf FtRt, W: d. 57, fed ddT-383001, fed RMFW I, TpRlcT SRI fedte TOT 
(RRlte fell ) fet ‘fe Rt Rt" »fen ^ W TJRd Rfe 3fWR|fe fed dRTOR (3 fefe fe TOfed fe) 
^ Rfe?T TO, fe£ RTF TO dTR ’‘f?TRR" t (ffe fe 3R^ RTRT^ TOT Rife RTO TO t) 3*k fe 3fedd 3flf TO 
^t/09/05/1012 RR^fed fed TO f, 3Pjted H¥l-iR fet 3?tT Rdfed fet t I 



fto Rfe to - fefd rtot to rk fe anfed 3RRR#rd (3 fe rT fe *>^U fe tor to) fen 
3h^<^i t i trrtT 3ifTOdR to 60 to fe stot 250 ten. t 1 rtotr hwrh arorcidT (i) to rh 5 fen. t 1 
fe’ TO* - afer^TO "gfe t r^ohl Rd yferl TOTTOTdldTO fed 3n^eR RRTR t 1 WWI dfed Fife (TTqT i Ft) 
w&i fenn aqfed tort t i totort 230 fee, 50 Frof wife rrt fejd wi rt tor tot t i 

TOto Rtd RT) fel TOT ^ 3Tfdffe RTTtd TO TOTO^ TOFRT Ri Tfe RT^ 3 RRvt ^ %T7 -RFTTO fen 

TOm i 

• 3^ ( %^T TO7R, ^TO3TfiTiTOT Wf TOT 36 TO TOT (12) HR! TOT TlfTOT TO TORT TOd TO *TTOT 
TOrfT t % TOT nT«<rl ^ 3ppTOT ^ fR TOFT-TO ^ 3RFfd ^Rt fdfHHfdl TOT '3Rt fR^RT, ^ 3FJRR 3|R ^rT RTRRT 

ar^Rtfro Rfe to froRn fen tot i, fete ^rT *jwn ^ ^ Ft te, R^nte afR 4, i 4mdd ^ tor fwft 

Rt ^ft 5 fem. RT fet 3Tfe Ri “4” RH ^ %R 5000 R 50,000 TO W\ RcRTTO TOT (RR) 3TRTOT R%R 5 Fd 
^ 3ffTO 3TR 100 FdTOTOl RTfero $Rc!T RI^ f 3^ “ f” TOT 1x10 */2xl0 % RT 5xl0 % , ^ t, Rt TORTO RT ^TTRTRT 
RFfdT RT R]RT -% RR^TO t I 

[TO R. F^RR-21 ( 260 )/2002 ] 
3TR. RT^T^RR, feRRT, feTO RTR fend 
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New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4096. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the dertificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (conversion kit for weighbridge) with digital indication of belonging to high accuracy (Accuracy 
class II) of “SCB” series with brand name “SHIVAM” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by 
M/s. Shivam Weighing & Engineering Co., G.I.D.C. Plot No. 57, Himmat Nagar-383 001, Dist. Sabarkantha, Gujarat 
and which is assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1012; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (conversion kit for weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 60 tonne and minimum capacity of 250kg. 
The verification scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instruments operates on 230 Volts, and 
50 Hertz alternate current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Centra! 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up 
to 100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5000 to 50,000 for 4 e’ value of 5 kg. or more and with 
‘e’ value of lxl0\ 2x10 k or 5x10\ k being a positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the 
same manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

IF. No. WM-21(2601/20021 
R. MATHURBHOTaM, Director of Legal Metrology 




[TOTII—TTOF 3(ii)] 


W TO WTF : 3T5RJ5T 21, 2006/anfacR 29, 1928 
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te fac#, 3 aR^sR, 2006 

w. arr. 4097 ,to, tarfFrT mfarort gw a4 fate ft famr mfa ^ ^rnmn Ft am i 

faraTOfate^FfarnfaFR (^ 3TTff^T ^f) ma atemF TOW 3?fafamT, 1976 (1976 TO 60) 

(Ffefa' to 3 T^m^) famr, atefawnf far wncTKifafa^ftsiaffa^ FtarofaFR 

Fmtfm totr fatm 3te fafaR Rfrfatefaf 4 aq^Ki fan kb mro xten; 

3m:,aTF,FtafaTTTTOT,aTO afafaWR^ft mTT36mtaq-mTT (7) ate (8) g l T ) m fadF t TO ‘sfafa TO^ gq fate 
fam fan tof FFtfanfar m*mft, fat ate fa fa, w fa. 57 , Itemr tot- 383001, Ifam twtoto, TprrTrr gm fafafter a«r 
Fm«far (Fmfanmf~ii) (^w) fatfafFRTO, 

fa^te ftf totot "fam” 4 (ffafaF^T^^TTm^aTOFTFRmFTFmt) atefafa arpTTTO ffa^ ate ^ fa/09/05/1009 

TTRjtfaia farm Fm $, ar^te-i mrm-TO mrt ate wifam mfat 4 1 



"3TO fate t^F fa^fa far to to mr te arroifat aRFmfam (fa to to mi) fafaR a’q^i % 1 
arfarom spm 60 aa ate mtf 250 farm $ 1 tittor mama 3 rr?b (i ) mT ma 5 far/m f 1 fttf ^ arm 

"F^TR ^fro t ffaTTTO TTcT fatem ^imFTOTcRm mfTcT aTlfa^R 3JRTF f I 7TO?T aRlfam FtfatF (T^ | fat) Fgfa qRui l M 
4H<f$fd TORI t I 7WT 230 fa?a ate 50 F^fa mmtef VTO fa^cf 3RR FT TOfa TOR! it 

^ifam mt fate mfa fat afaafrro Ffaa mt maa^jfa FjFFTCt Ft fter Tfate ate fa TfarA fat fay, fat fateF^ farm 

rttrtt i 

ate, TOfate TTTTOT,aaR aterfama mt m\ 36 mtaa-mn ( 12 ) gm wf mfrofat to Ffafar mfat fir, rf fatmm 
mfat i fm aro fate m ar-jfatga fa ff rrtr-to fa afate afat farifarfm gro afat ffasm, Pf*h$h fa ar^mr ate afafmmTt 
fa farrfa arjqtfaF hT-sci to fafai farm Fm , t‘ ; fafaftef "afa *j<sicii ^ Ft 4 m, Fmfan ate mfamHF Ft afaR aqm<“i 
faFfafa 5 fm.m marfa arfamm 4 te"FR^fanrsoo ^ 10,000 ammttei 4 m ?toth frCr) afarMfaFF 5 r 4 
3 ifamate 100 aFammtaifarom^ ttot mutateixio^, 2 xio*m 5 xio*,^t,famnrqmm^mfm 
m Tjm m ^i 

[TO. fa 1 (260)/2002] 

3TR. m^faT, fatelFT, fafam TOT fa?TH 


3188GI/2006 —1 
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New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4097.—Whereas the Centra] Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (weighbridge type) with digital indication belonging to high accuracy (Accuracy class II) of 
“SWB” series with brand name “SHIVAM” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shivam 
Weighing & Engineering Co., G.I.D.C., Plot No, 57, Himmat Nagar-383 001, Distt. Sabrkantha, Gujarat and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1009; 

The said model (see the figure given below) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (weighbridge) with a maximum capacity of 60 tonne and minimum capacity of 250kg. The verification 
scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate 
current power supply. 



In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up 
to 100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 5,000 to 50,000 for ‘e* value of 5 kg. or more and with 
V v;-;Uie of I x!0\ 2x10 k or 5x1 0\ k being the positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by 
0: iunnc manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said 
approved model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (260)/2002] 
R. MATHURBHOOTAM, Director of Legal Metrology 



[ RFT n—-SFS 3(H)] RRR HCT PCI : 21, 2G06/3nf?RR 29, 1928 8879 

l^fr, 3 3H^R, 2006 

W. 3?T. 4098.—RteflR tlflRR R»T, fafofl Jllftl4>l(i 5w TR^T RT ftMK Rntf R> R^I^RR T1RTRH sY RRT t 
% lT^^Rf^TRRfe^T (^fr# ^ R$ ^f) RR 3?|TRTRRFR) «nfVPl4H, 1976 (1976 RR 60) MW 3^T RIR RFTR> 
(TTfs^ff rr 3T5^h ) Pm, 1987 ^ *R*raf ^ an^yq fr sfr ss w Rft h'toi t % mm Ireto Rft arapq 3 ^ 

^«rr«^n rrtr afo faftR Rftft*rf?!Rf 3 <J9^4d 'for wr rrri t^rt; 

3TR:> 31R, <*fQq ^R5R, 33RT aflfaftRR R>t RRT 36 R>t ^SR-RRT (7) afo[ (8) UTO RRcR RlfRRRf RR 3T z ff T T <R^ ^ 
fWT ^TT S^P-WfTo 4>uM), 3TT^ ‘gt Tft, RflR R. 57, ffc*RR RRT-383001, faHT RTRTRRT3I, TJRRR fJRT PdMd 

R«RRR*n*fclT (^% ^-m) 3TCRRTP<rld Rl?R dHd><u| (^ f^f RRRT) ^ 

^ter rr, P™<* rts rr rw “ftm” t (f^ wtf rtrt^rrr Rfecr r»?t rrt $) alfc f^ si^l^d faf an^ t$r 

^/09/05/1010RR3^f7TR fefT RRT f, ai^qfcR RRM-RR -3# 3}fc RSfRfWd £ I 



^ ’tfSCT ^Pd ^ MR RR RR ^T 3TTRlft<T ^-WdlfHd (3 fl^T MR RR) cjfoR TqRRCR t i ^FRTt arfRRRTR 
SRRTT 40HR4 ^inn $FKTT 100 %3JT. t I RcRTRR RTRRR 3RRRT (|) RR RR 5 %.TJT. t I STfY 3R*Yr<JRR ^RR 
^ f^TRRR 7TR RfdTffi *«H<*<n'iicH't> RlRd 3R*fcRJ?R RRTR ^ 134RR$I dw4<*> TTRfe (R?T i ^t) IR^f MRu ji q dM^fd RvRT ^ 

i ^ i H‘t>< u i 230 Rtee 3fft so wwradT vm % w ^ ^rnf ti 

^rfnm37fdft^r^^^^f^r 

«im 1 , n i 

alk, TTT^TR, ^ 3TpKrf^RT ^RT 36 T9-ITRT ( 12) IRT 'ST^rrT SJlPdd^Y ^T 3RflR wti ^ ^ MfW 
t % ^ MferT ^ 3^qt^ ^ SR WR-RS ^ 3RRfd ^ PdPd^dl IRT ^ P4«gld, P^^l^d ^ 3^RR ^ ^ RTRTft 
^ f3RT^ 3 i^h)Pso Rfs^T ^T fW»i %Rt TRTT f^Plffid TRt ^jwn ^ ^ "4^, RRT^fdT 3?k <» l 4mdd ^ cftRR jq^<u | 

^ FfR ift 5 %.TIT. Rr3R^ 3lP%1^7 ^ “f *’ RR ^ 1HR500 R 10,000 7RT ^ tY‘ RtRFR RH (TRT) 3RRRR R%d 5 ^ Rf 
^TfRRT a|^ lOO^RRJ^ft 3rfRRRR SJRrURT^ f 3^“^“ RR 1x10 2x10 ^ RT 5xl0 % , «fl"t, "3T1 %HloHd> RT =4i u (lrH=h T^xrr feh 

RT ^R RR^RR ^1 

[RR. 'S'. ^^RR-21(260)/2002] 
3RR. RT^RR, Pd^Id», fRptR* RTR fen 
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New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S.O. 4098. —Whereas the Central Government, after considering the report submitted to it by the prescribed 
authority, is satisfied that the model described in the said report (see the figure given below) is in conformity with 
the provisions of the Standards of Weights and Measures Act, 1976 (60 of 1976) and the Standards of Weights and 
Measures (Approval of Models) Rules, 1987 and the said model is likely to maintain its accuracy over periods of 
sustained use and to render accurate service under varied conditions; 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-sections (7) and (8) of Section 36 of the said Act, 
the Central Government hereby issues and publishes the certificate of approval of the model of non-automatic 
weighing instrument (weighbridge type) with digital indication of belonging to medium accuracy (Accuracy class III) 
of “SWC” series with brand name “SHIVAM” (herein referred to as the said model), manufactured by M/s. Shivam 
Weighing & Engineering Co., G.I.D.C. Plot No. 57, Himmat Nagar-383 001, Distt. Sabrkantha, Gujarat and which is 
assigned the approval mark IND/09/05/1010; 



The said model (see the figure given above) is a strain gauge type load cell based non-automatic weighing 
instrument (weighbridge type) with a maximum capacity of 40 tonne and minimum capacity of 100kg. The verification 
scale interval (e) is 5kg. It has a tare device with 100 per cent subtractive retained tare effect. The Light Emitting 
Diode (LED) display indicates the weighing result. The instrument operates on 230 Volts and 50 Hertz alternate current 
power supply. 

In addition to sealing the stamping plate, sealing shall also be done to prevent the opening of the machine 
for fraudulent practices. 

Further, in exercise of the powers conferred by Sub-section (12) of Section 36 of the said Act, the Central 
Government hereby declares that this certificate of approval of the said model shall also cover the weighing 
instruments of similar make, accuracy and performance of same series with maximum capacity above 5 tonne and up 
to 100 tonne with verification scale interval (n) in the range of 500 to 10.000 for ‘e’ value of 5kg. or more and with ‘e’ 
value lx!0 k , 2x10* or 5x10*, k being a positive or nagative whole number or equal to zero manufactured by the same 
manufacturer in accordance with the same principle, design and with the same materials with which, the said approved 
model has been manufactured. 

[F. No. WM-21 (260)/2002j 
R. MATHURBHOOTHAM, Director of Legal Metrology 
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: 3T^T21, 2006/3Tlf^ 29, 1928 

urra> 

^ 3 2006 

^5T. 3TT. 4099.-"Hunk '*TFR> ^ fm, 1987 ^ tWT 7 ^ 4Hpf4H (1 ) ^ (T3) ^ Tfp^T 

{JRT 3Tt%Rjf%cT ^Tf i t^R? *TRrfa ^T faq<«| ## 3)^41 ^ f^IT Ty^ i FT ^ t : — 



anr 

Rf?fc -qpRT (^f) 

> wn afh -apf sfh: yfH^r 

^ HKdl^t iTT^ SKI 3tldshfHd 
’TRcffa ■qpRr apf«F?T ttfrtI, sfK 

1ft, , q>t RRsRT 'StVr 

7«TTfqrr fdf^T 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

1. 

3TT i VF 600127-5 : 19981 ^ 
fFRT ^ ^fchd 

— 

31 3TTO, 2006 


*rKcfcr *TFrcr ^ irfiraT to** rfrt 9,. w Bpf, ^ 110002, mrs 

'«5i<ifa«iT : M fapRft, c h)el°hldl, cl*TT 7TK3I ^FRfcptf : 3t*H<UK, «nTefk, HfaM, '^TTOcr, ^frq^JT, 

7 FWt, +HJl<," s n , I5C, TOT, ^ cT«n 3 "<J9?1«*T f I 


[*M $% 39/Ht-26] 
^ %t. ‘t^’ ^ (fa^cT d+Hl+j) 

BUREAU OF INDIAN STAND ARDS 
New Delhi, the 3rd October, 2006 

S. 0.4099.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the 
Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian 
Standards 

No. and year of the Indian standards, if any. 
Superseded by the New Indian Standards 

Date of Establishment 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) . 

1 . 

IS 60127-5: (1998)Miniature 
Fuses Part 5 Guidelines for 
quality assessment of Mini¬ 
ature Fuse-Links 


31th August. 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur. Nagpur. 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref. ET 39/T-26] 

P. K. MUKHERJEE, Sc. ‘F’ & Head.(Electrotechnical ) 
*T^ 5 3T3tJj*R, 2006 

^T. 3?T. 4100.— 'HKdk 1987 ^IWT 7 ^ (1) (IS) ^ 3 ‘HKdl'M iTOT 

T^T^gKT 3^nr?jmcT ^ ^ ^ THW C^f> 3 RT?ta feT wfert ^ f 

-_ - _ ____ 

WS ^ RT?lt*R W&ti sffa fflfa RT#tR RPf 

TOO afh ^ faf*T 

0~)~ (2) (3) (4) 

1. 3TT^ TffT 10204 : 2001 _ RT^ER #1T 4, f RRqK 2006 28 fad HR , 2006 

wkrrf iifNf -&$, ^tfff *tcr, 9, ttif ^fft T rpf, ^ f^ft-110002, mts 

: M ftwft, ihWumi, ^ u si'i<5, #=t£, tT*TT 7IP3I cbwfel^T : 3reR'<WK, wfa, BfalR, ^T^R, 
t^OoTR, ^FFJR, HFFJR, TOT, cl«TT PdRHH'dlJJRH ^ t' I 

Rftfst/RRTR] 

^fl, ^rr. 4 ^’ jnjrg (f^fqci ^ITh^O ) 
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New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S. O. 4100. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendment to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 

_ SCHEDULE __ 

SI. No. No. and year of the Indian Standards No. and year of the amendement Date from which the amend¬ 

ment shall have effect 

1. 1510204:2001 _ Amendment No. 4, September, 2006 _ 28th September, 2006 

Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref. CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

^ R<rci), 5 Sickjok, 2006 

W. 31T. fWT 1987 7 ^ ' 39 faw ( 1) ^ 73S (H) ^ if 

% fa ^ M (^rf) 3 fam wW M t 

____ ^ ____ 

1. 3TT7231 : 1994 4, 2006 28 fadM< , 2006 

T 5 ! WM HM<=h 9, TITF frPf, ^ ftcrll-110002, ^FlfePTl : 

^id+ldl, faxfi, cT«TT TTRslT : 3tS*KMK, ^PTelfr, Tgm®, 

$40414, ^ cT«TT fflRxtH-dl^H Iwt ^ 49e1«*J t I 

t* M,%T. sMlfd^l) 

New Delhi, the 5th October, 2006 

S. O. 4101. —In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards 
Rules, 1987, the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amadmentto the Indian Standards, particulars of which are 
given in the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 

SI. No. 

No. and year of the Indian 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which the amend- 


Standareds 

ment shall have effect 

1 . 

IS 7231:1994 

4, September, 2006 

28th September, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhavan, 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref. CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F’ & Head (Civil Engg.) 

M 6 aregsrc, 2006 

w. so. 4102 .—1987 ^ fam i (l) (is) ^ 3 mate 

^ kd^gKI 3rf*rcjfa<T t fa ^ TTH^T 3 fafa W/fa^ ^ t 

__ 

9FT*T ^RStn ^ Wl«R ^ TOT ftlfa cTT 7 ^ ^ fa*? 

1. TT^T 2171 : 1999 WIT 5, 2006 5 2006 

Tmhfa "HKnlq TTH^T iTPPF W, 9, 461 W frFf, ^ farfr-110002, +l*lfel4T : 

fa#, Vld<*mi, cT«TT 7TP3T : 316H4MK, wfft, ^416141, 

HFT^, Tjjrt W ftT^dH'dl^H ^ l^sFt ^TeTSKJ t ! 

r * —f r _ 

[^T^T £ 

■%. ‘TTF* ^ (ffrf^T ^1fH9t1) 







[irmi —WIG 3(ii)] 


: 3*^21, 2006/3Tlf^T 29, 1928 


8883 


New Delhi, the 6th October, 2006 


S. O. 4102.—In pursuance of clause (b) ofsub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 

Sl.No. 

No. and year of the Indian 
standards 

No. and year of the amendement 

Date from which the amend¬ 
ment shall have effect 

(1) 

(2) 

<3) 

(4) 

1. 

IS 2171:1999 

Amendment No. 5, September, 2006 

5th October, 2006 


9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 


[Ref. CED/Gazette] 
A. K. SAINI, Sc. ‘F & Head (Civil Engg.) 

10 3raqiR, 2006 

w. art. 4m —wtfm mm fwr, 1987 Pm 7 ^Pm ( 1 ) ^ T5& (13) $ 3 nrccffa mm 

^ wten f^FFTT ^ t :— 




sFP HH4> Ptfa 

4_t 

H131T. 3TR 

mtmt ftpj^ 3ft 

m 

1. StiiVS 5517 : 1993—4>d1< u l MI4H4 ^ twfttM fftSMI 1, 1999 

faq (ffiTT ^Tft3F0 " 3TT5 ^ 5517 : 1993 

wrflmt mm 2, 3TTO 2006 

12-09-2006 

12-09-2006 

sm 5517 : 1993 


Tt iftMr 3ft ufrraT mtfa mm mm to, 9, w 3Pf, fa?#~i 10002, : 

^ Hmt, »l6i4>idi, Tmgi : mmzm, wfti, tftro, 

lfo[W13, 3TFTJ1, 3FPJ1, TOT, ^ 1TOT f^TOTT^T 3 fasft ^ WW $ 1 


[Wf : 16/^-6] 


Vt. T JJB[ (T&ftgt) 


New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S. O. 4103.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rules 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that amendments to the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in 
the Schedule hereto annexed have been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. No. and year of the Indian 

Standards 

No. and year of the amendment 

Date from which die amend¬ 
ment shall have effect 

1. IS 5517:1993 Steel for hardening 

Amendment No. 1, August 1999 to 

12-09-2006 

and tempering—Specification - 

IS 5517:1993 


(Second Revision) 

Amendment No. 2 August, 2006 to 



IS 5517:1993 

12-09-2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards. Manak Bhavan, 
9, Bahadur Shah Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices : New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, 
Mumbai and also Branch Offices: Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, 
Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref. MTD 16/T-6] 
P. GHOSH, Director & Head (MTD) 

2006 
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WR 

T*JTfTd 'TKd'fa VM4»(tf ) ^ 

9^ 9Ucfa 9H4> SKI 3ini*rHd 'IKdl^ 
■Hl*l e t> 3T*TOT ^ 

^ wn ak M 

^WlftcT tcTf^T 

1. 

3TTf F/F 15382 (FT^ 31) : 2006 fk=T- 

q)9 ° 11 fVl *il ^ 4Mq><, u i '4>‘ fci 14 
imtm w&m 'TFT 3 wgw 3 

#FT, Fff^TT 3T«RT 7NKH 4M#| 


31 3FR<t 2006 


^ ^ 3 rirnrf *rrc?fa *tff* *tr*p*tcr, 9, w ^rpf, ^ f^ft- 110002 , kfci 

^toraf •. %#, ^torwi, ^'n«, #=ri ■ 5 ^ wsrren wW : wk, *tot, «ffcw^, 

Tpwt, J<*WI4 f '3FH5t, ■TTF^, ' t T<FTT > ^ <t«TT fdb<H«dm*l 3' f^t ^ ^TeF*r % I 


T?M ;•# 14/#-16] 

it. ■gsrsff, 't?t> ’ t^ 4 9 ^ (fsrcjd 

New Delhi, the 11th October, 2006 

S. O. 4104.—In pursuance of clause (b) of sub-rule (1) of Rule 7 of the Bureau of Indian Standards Rules, 1987, 
the Bureau of Indian Standards hereby notifies that the Indian Standards, particulars of which are given in the Schedule 
hereto annexed has been issued : 


SCHEDULE 


SI. No. No. and year of the Indian Standard 

No. & year of the Indian Standards, if 
any Standard, superseded by the New Indian 

Date of Established 

1. IS 15382 (Part 3) 2006 Insulation 
coordination for equipment within 
low-voltage systems Part 3 use of 
coating, potting or moulding for 
protection against pollution 


31 August, 2006 


Copy of this Standard is available for sale with the Bureau of Indian Standards, Manak Bhavan, 9, Bahadur Shah 
Zafar Marg, New Delhi-110002 and Regional Offices: New Delhi, Kolkata, Chandigarh, Chennai, Mumbai and also Branch 
Offices : Ahmedabad, Bangalore, Bhopal, Bhubaneshwar, Coimbatore, Guwahati, Hyderabad, Jaipur, Kanpur, Nagpur, 
Patna, Pune, Thiruvananthapuram. 

[Ref.ET 147T-16] 

P. K. MUKHERJEE, Sc. ‘F\ & Head (Electrotechnical) 
9$ 12 2006 

^T. 3TT. 4105,-HKdfa (3FTFFT) fafRFT, 1988 ^ fRF? 4 ^ TqfWT (5) ^ i 'TRdfa FFKF 

^ W6KI STfkjfTO TO fad ^ ^ 315^ i ht* f, 3 -WldjcT ir tht f 

____ 

aF.'F k-TdT rTTf^T^Tffl "ilM ^ Hdl 'TRdfa "*i ^Tf *n4«fc ^tlMI 'TFT 3TJ "^"4 tioqi 

12 3 4 5 

1. 7633983 16 07 2007 9^43*1 9T?k k^T ^ 14543. 2004 

58 traft, m£$Z J&Z, 

^hlH 4»K4eil (i&R) ^400067 

1 7633680 13 07 2007 13487 1992 

W TFsqr 36-37, -SFt-aTFt^ct 
$k, ttff 4 («ft -£) hi4I j ih, 
fsFTT ztfm, 9?KI^ 423203 

3. 7631171 06 07 2007 *PT Tfefic'M ^*$*1 24Hdl^-dK9lfd-H 7903 2005 

x FTfe7lkTT 15, 46/1-it, "3^ ’'TtfcT^fTO 

4^°Ml J ll 3T«TcT, 

23 07 2007 ?nsr ^ tk fawr tor ^ 

22-k, T^3nfs!k, 3^5, 422005 


4. 7636484 


14543 


2004 
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5. 7632173 11 07 2007 W ^ufe - 12786 1989 

WI36-37, M $fal¥TC 

seft^w -m*\ (#£) 

f^n ^rftrer, hsk i ^ 423 203 

______ 7 #Q Tf^~i/i3*ii ] 

T?H. tf. <TT (IF). 

New Delhi, the 12th October, 2006 

S. O. 4105. —In pursuance of sub-regulation (5) of regulation 4 of the Bureau of Indian Standards (Certification) 
Regulations. 1988, the Bureau of Indian Standards, hereby notifies the grant of licences particulars of which are given below 
in the following schedule: 

SCHEDULE 


SI. 

No. 

Licence No. 

Validity Name and Address (factory) 

Date of the Party 

Product 

ISNoTPart/ 

Sec Year 

1 . 

7633983 

16/07/2007 Time Health products Pvt. Ltd., 

Packaged drinking water 

14543:2004 



58AB, Government Industrial 

(other than Packaged 




Estate, Charkop, Kandivali 

Natural Mineral Water) - 




W, Mumbai400067 

Specification 


2 

7633680 

13/07/2007 Maru Chemical Industries 

Irrigation Equipment- 

13487:1992 



Hot No. 36-37 Cooperative, 

Emitters—Specification 




Indl. Estate, Sayane (BK) Nashik, 





Malegaon 423203 



3. 

7631171 

06/07/2007 Jay Polytarp Industries 

Textiles—Tarpaulins 

7903:2005 



PlotNo. 15, Survey No. 46/1-P, 

made from high density 




Damanganga Indl. Estate, 

polyethylene woven 




Athal, Silvassa 

fabric—Specification 


4. 

7636484 

23/07/2007 Shraddha Food & Minerals 

Packaged drinking water (other 

14543:2(XM - 



22-C, MIDC Nashik, Ambad 422005 

than packaged Natural Mineral 





Water)—Specification 


5. 

7632173 

11/07/2007 Maru Chemical Industries 

Irrigation Equipment-PP for Irri-12786:1989 - 



Plot No. 36-37 Cooperative Indl. 

gation Laterals-Specification 




Estate, Sayane (BK) Nashik, 





Malegaon 423203 






[Ref. :CMD-1/13:11] 




S. K. CHAUDHURY, Dy. Director General 


frftfrfq q 3frr U l frPd<fr 


M 13 2006 

3ir. 4106. mm, afa ww arsN) 1962 

(1962 50)^ \4Wftt\, 2006 ^ «TRd^TRTO3 H+lfVta, FTCcTTO5R#^lePHT 

3?fc ^ atf^R^TI Wohi ^T. air. 154 di(l<a 13 2006 PiHfciftsid ^TI^R «67cft 37*lf^ ;— 

^fr 3F£Jrft M ^«zft fm, d«^leKK ,, ,TOf^WH'qT, dSfftrW", ^ Tti 

^TTtrrr | 


[Tf. 3TR-25011/44/2002-aftm-I(^)] 


T^T. #. fa4*KI, sm 

MINISTRY OF PETROLEUM AND NATURAL GAS 
New Delhi, the 13th October, 2006 

S.0.4106.—In pursuance of clause (a) of Section 2 of the Petroleum and Minerals Pipelines (Acquisition of Right 
of User in Land) Act, 1962 (50 of 1962), the Central Government hereby makes the following amendments in the notification 
of the Government of India in the Ministry of Petroleum and Natural Gas number S.O. 154 dated 13th January, 2006, 
publ ished in the Gazette of India on the 14th January, 2006, namely:— 

In the said notification, in the Schedule, in column 1, for the words, “Shri Prithvi Singh, Tehsildar”, the words “Shri 
Surender Malik, Tehsildar” shall be substituted, 

[No. R-25011/44/2002-OR-I(Pt)] 
S. K. CHITKARA, Under Secy. 


% -- 


3188 GI/ 2006—8 
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9m 3ftT T^rilTT TT3TTCW 


AWARD 


15 ftraraR, 2006 

^RT.3TT 4107.—3Tfaft*H 1947 (1947 
14) m\ 17 ^ ^ 3ffar 

Ste'Hi ^F> y«fMd^ Tf«n5 mww 31 k 4>h4>K1 ^R, 

3FJ$*I piP^d 3^yjpi«t> ^ ^K«hK 3^sJtPl^> 3lf^ 
^DT ^ w (*M WIT 57/2005) WftflT 
$, 15-9-2006 ^ SIRI £3n *TTI 

[tt ^-12012/65/2005-31^ 3fR(^t-l)] 
3T3RT 3lffeRvrtt 

MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND EMPLOYMENT 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 

S.O. 4107. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 57/2005) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the management 
of State Bank of India and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Govemmenton 15-9-2006. 

[No. L-12012/65/2005-IR (B-I)J 

AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOURCOURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 4th July, 2006 

PRESENT: 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE NO. 57/ 


(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 


Sri R. Balasubramanian : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 


The Assistant General : II Party/Management 
Manager (Region II), 

State Bank of India 
Z.O. Madurai. 

APPEARANCE: 

R. the Petitioner : M/s. Aiyar & Doha & 

R. Arumugam, Advocates 

For the Management : Mr. V.R. Gopalarathnam 

Advocate 


The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-12012/65/2005-IR (B-I) dated 01-07-2005 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned order is as follows:— 

“Whether the punishment of discharge from service 
imposed to Sri R. Balasubramanian by the 
management of State Bank of India, Madurai is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as ID.No.57/2005 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and entered appearance through their advocates 
and filed their Claim Statement and Counter Statement 
respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was appointed as clerk-cum cashier- 
cum typist on 6-6-91 at Sirupakkam branch of the 
Respondent/Bank in Villupuram district and he was 
confirmed in permanent service of the Respondent/Bank 
w.e.f. 6-12-.91. While so, from the early months of 1994, his 
health condition started to deteriorate suddenly due to 
acute peptic ulcer, compounded by Hernia and spondylitis. 
As a result, he had to frequently go on leave on account of 
continued ill health and he requested the Respondent/Bank 
to consider his transfer to any of the branches in Madurai 
city where his parents are residing. Subsequently, he was 
transferred to Nilakottai branch which is 50 kms away from 
Madurai. The Petitioner joined Nilakottai branch in the fond 
hope that his health would improve and he could attend 
office and perform his duties without anymore problem. 
But here again due to severe spondylitis which forced him 
to proceed on leave frequently. He requested for transfer 
to anyone of the Madurai city branches on extreme ground 
of compassionate which did not evoke any positive 
response. Again, he requested the Respondent to transfer 
him temporarily to Madurai to enable him to undergo expert 
treatment. The Respondent considered the request of the 
Petitioner and transferred him to zonal office for a temporary 
period of three months in the year 1998. On the expiry of 
temporary transfer period, the Respondent/Bank did not 
accede to his request for transfer to Madurai on permanent 
basis and the Petitioner rejoined at Nilakottai branch 
obeying the orders of Respondent/Bank. But even after 
that neck pain and severe low back pain on account of 
aggravated spondilities due to daily commutation by bus 
journey relapsed in a fierce manner, hence again frequently 
he proceeded on leave. But to his shock, the Respondent/ 
Bank ignoring his several requests, for sanction of leave of 
his absence issued a notice for initiating disciplinary 
proceedings and after issuance of charge memo, he was 
not permitted by the Respondent/Bank to join work. After 
the enquiry proceedings, the Disciplinary Authority 
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proposed to impose on him extreme punishment of 
discharge from service and after personal hearing, the 
Disciplinary Authority confirmed the proposed punishment 
on 16-9-02. Though he preferred an appeal, the Appellate 
Authority also confirmed the punishment imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority by his order dated 19-11 -2002. The 
entire proceedings initiated against him by the Respondent/ 
Management suffers from lot of procedural infirmities and 
a serious violation of principles of natural justice. Charge 
sheet relates only to his absence and the charge is very 
vague. The 1st para speaks about unauthorised absence 
without obtaining prior sanction, but the latter part of the 
charge sheet speaks about absence without intimation. 
The action was initiated in terms of 521 of Sastry Award 
read with para 18.28 of Desai Award whereas the bank 
employees are governed by a new settlement dated 
10-4-2002 for any disciplinary action. Therefore/the order 
based on irrelevant clause of cannot be treated as a legal 
one, and hence it is to be declared as null and void. Any 
how, the punishment imposed by the Respondent/ 
Management was totally disproportionate to the charge 
alleged against the Petitioner. Hence, for all these reasons. 
Petitioner prays that an award may be passed directing the 
Respondent, to reinstate him into service with continuity 
of service, back wages and other attendant benefits. 

4. But, as against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement alleged that the Petitioner was unauthorisedly 
absent continuously for 286 days from Feb. 2002 to 
14-12-2001 without prior sanction of leave nor did he apply 
for leave at any time thereby, he committed and act of 
misconduct of unauthorised absence. Therefore, the 
Respondent/Management issued a charge sheet dated 
12-7-2001 and while submitting explanation, the Petitioner 
has accepted the charge levelled against him and he further 
stated that his absence was due to his ill health, however, 
it was not supported by any medical certificate. Since the 
explanation was not found to be satisfactory, the 
Disciplinary Authority initiated disciplinary proceedings. 
In the departmental proceedings held on 13-5-2002, the 
Petitioner categorically and unequivocally admitted the 
charge. He did not adduce any evidence or offer any reason 
for his absence. After the Enquiry Officer’s report, he has 
not given any representation, even after the reminder was 
sent to him. Therefore, the Disciplinary Authority proposed 
the punishment and fixed the personal hearing and after 
hearing the Petitioner, the Disciplinary Authority imposed 
the punishment of discharge from service. Aggrieved by 
the order of Disciplinary Authority, the Petitioner preferred 
an appeal in which the Appellate Authority confirmed the 
punishment, of discharge from service imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority. The, departmental proceedings 
were conducted in a fair and proper manner and there is no 
violation of principles of natural justice. Further, the 
Petitioner having participated in the departmental 
proceedings and making categorical admission of the charge 
levelled against him cannot make any grievance with 


respect to either enquiry or the punishment imposed. Even 
after the telegrams and letters sent to the Petitioner to report 
for duty, the Petitioner ignored the advice and neglected to 
report for duty deliberately. The ailment which the Petitioner 
alleged cannot be a reason for Petitioner’s non-reply or his 
failure to report for duty. Once categorical admission of 
misconduct levelled against the Petitioner was made, the 
Petitioner cannot raise any objection to the conduct of 
enquiry. The Petitioner has not sent any application or 
medical certificate and it is false to allege that he has sent 
leave letters with medical certificate and it is false to allege 
that he has sent leave letters with medical certificate. 
Whatever provisions contained in Sastry Award and. Desai 
Award with respect to conduct of disciplinary proceedings 
have been retained in the Bipartite Settlement dated 
10-4-2002. Hence, the conduct of disciplinary proceedings 
cannot be challenged by the Petitioner. Even on earlier 
occasion, the Petitioner’s irregularity in and his long 
absence had been condoned by the Respondent by 
regularising the leave position of granting extraordinary 
leave on loss of pay. Therefore, the Petitioner’s absence 
was deliberate, intentional and indicated that he had no 
intention to rejoin the service, which is a gross misconduct 
and hence punishment cannot be construed to be 
disproportionate to the gravity of the misconduct. 
Therefore the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim of 
the Petitioner. 

5. As against this, the Petitioner again filed a rejoinder 
in which he has contended that the dates given in the 
counter is not correct. The chagres levelled against the 
Petitioner is that he has unauthorisedly absent for duty 
for 286 days without obtaining any prior sanction of leave.. 
But the Branch Manager of the Respondent/Bank by a 
letter dated 6-1-2001 made it clear that the allegation made 
in charge sheet is not correct. The Petitioner sent his leave 
application and medical certificate for the days of absence 
upto 14-2-2001. The branch received those leave application 
and medical certificates and the same was entered in leave 
register maintained by the branch and the Branch Manager 
recommended for extraordinary leave on loss of pay for 
those periods. Therefore, it cannot be said that the absence 
of Petitioner is not unauthorised and it is only absent 
without leave which comes only as minor misconduct. The 
Petitioner sent his leave letters with medical certificates 
then and there and the based on the same, the EOL on loss 
of pay was recommended by the Branch Manager which 
can be seen from the leave register maintained by the 
branch. Therefore, the whole order is illegal and against 
the law. The bank issued a circular dated 1-8-2002 thereby 
the Respondent/Management stated that Settlement dated 
10-4-2002 is in supersession of all the earlier provisions 
relating to Disciplinary action procedure for the workmen. 
Therefore, the action of the Respondent on the superceded 
non-existing procedure is illegal and liable to be set aside. 
The Disciplinary Authority of the of Respondent/ 
Management in the same Zonal Office at Madurai for similar 
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and identical charges took a different view in respect of 
two employees namely S/Sri R. Ramasamy and 
M. Manoharan and imposed minor punishment of censure. 
On the other hand, the punishment of discharge was 
imposed on the Petitioner, which is totally discriminated 
and capital punishment was imposed on him and this 
Tribunal has got ample powers under section 11 A of the 
I.D. Act to interfere with the order of discharge when 
especially for similar and identitcal charges different lesser 
punishment of censure was imposed by the Respondent. 
Therefore, he prays that an award may be passed in his 
favour. 

6. Against this, the Respondent in its additional 
reply statement contended that no employee is entitled to 
any leave as a matter of right. Even under leave rules an 
employee is entitled to sick leave @ one month on half 
substantive pay for each year of service subject to a 
maximum of 12 months during his entire service. Similarly, 
an employee may be granted extraordinary leave on loss of 
pay only when no ordinary leave is applicable and such 
leave except in exceptional circumstances should not 
exceed three months on any occasion and 12 months for 
the entire period of service. But the Petitioner has never 
adhered to bank leave rules. In the year 1993-94 the 
Petitioner was absent for nearly 313 days besides 
exhausting all other kinds of leave. Again during the period 
from 1-1-96 to 28-7-97 the Petitioner was absent for nearly 
162 days. It is the usual practice of the Petitioner to furnish 
leave application only after availing of leave. Therefore, 
the 162 days was treated by the authorities as unauthorised 
absence and instructed for initiating disciplinary action. 
The Petitioner again from 18-1-2000 to 15-2-2000 was on 
leave for 29 days thereby he exhausted 29 days privilege 
leave. Thus, his leave record shows, that he has availed 
nine months and thirteen days sick leave which would 
mean that he had overdrawn sick leave by one month. The 
Petitioner has not produced medical records like investi¬ 
gation records, prescriptions for medicines or x-ray or any 
other evidence to support his claim that he has been 
suffering from serious disease which prevented him from 
attending office. The Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-2002 
is a codification or consolidation of the provisions of the 
awards as modified by settlements which govern 
disciplinary action procedure for workmen in the banks. 
The allegation of the Petitioner that his conduct is only 
minor misconduct is wrong and not tenable. Merely 
sending leave letters would not clothe the Petitioner with 
the right to get leave. No leave or extension of leave shall 
be deemed to have been granted unless an order to that 
effect is passed and communicated to the employee 
concerned. Further, the recommendation reportedly made 
by the Branch Manager for grant of extraordinary leave on 
loss of pay cannot be presumed to have been granted. 
Even the employee can avail maximum period of ELOP of 
12 months during the period of service. Further, it is not 
the matter of right for an employee to avail such leave. 


Thus the Petitioner deliberately and wilfully abstained from 
attending the office. The Petitioner has categorically 
admitted the charges levelled against him at the enquiry 
proceedings and his request to stay at Madurai, in effect, 
clearly shows his unwillingness to work in Respondent/ 
Bank in any other area. The case relating to some of the 
employees by the Petitioner is quite different and 
distinguishable. Furthermore, disciplinary action alleged 
to have been taken place against the said employees after 
the period of three years from the date of punishment 
imposed on the Petitioner. The Petitioner cannot contend 
that he was discriminated in the matter of punishment. 
Hence, for all these reasons, the Respondent prays to 
dismiss the claim with costs. 

7. In these circumstances, the points for my consi¬ 
deration are— 

(i) “Whether the punishment of discharge imposed 
on the Petitioner by the Respondent/Management 
is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No.l: 

8. The case of the Petitioner in this dispute is that he 
was appointed as a clerk-cum-cashier-cum-typest in the 
Respondent/Bank on 6-6-91 and was confirmed from 
6-12-91. But from the beginning of 1994, his health condition 
was stated to be deteriorated due to acute peptic ulcer 
compounded by Hernia and spondylitis because he had to 
commute from Nilakottai to Madurai and due to severe 
spondylitis, his ill health forced him to proceed on leave. 
During the year 2000 again, he was affected by spondylitis 
and he sent several leave applications requesting leave 
from 20-6-2000 to 19-7-2000 with medical certificate. Again 
for the period from 20-7-2000 to 19-8-2000 he sent leave 
application. Similarly he sent a telegram requesting leave 
for the period from 20-9-2000 to 19-10-2000. The 
Respondent/Management has received those leave 
applications and medical certificates and the same was 
entered into leave register maintained by the Branch 
Manager and the Branch Manager recommended these 
leave as Extraordinary leave on loss of pay. But all of a 
sudden, the Respondent/Bank branch at Nilakottai sent a 
letter dated 6-1-2001 alleging that the Petitioner was not 
attending duties from 20-6-2000 and leave application was 
not submitted since 20-9-2000 and no medical certificate 
was produced since 20-8-2000 and subsequently, a charge 
sheet dated 12-7-2001 was issued to him alleging that he 
was absented for duty from February, 2000 to 14-2-2001 
and the Petitioner further alleged that charge framed against 
him are vague and without any merits and the enquiry 
proceedings taken against him is also not bonafide and 
the punishment imposed on him is disproportionate to the 
misconduct alleged against him and on all these grounds, 
he attacks the order passed by the authorities and raised 
this dispute. 
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9. As against this, the Respondent contended that 
no employee is entitled to any leave as a matter of right 
According to leave rules of the Respondent applicable to 
award staff, an employee is entitled to sick leave @ one 
month on half substantive pay for each year of service, 
subj'ect to a maximum of 12 months during his entire service. 
But, in this case, from, the records it is clear that the 
Petitioner has availed more than nine months and 13 days 
sick leave which would mean that he had overdrawn sick 
leave by one month (the Petitioner joined in the year 
1991). Similarly, an employee may be granted EOLon loss 
of pay only when no ordinary leave is available. Further, 
such leave except in exceptional circumstances should 
not exceed three months on any occasion and 12 months 
for the entire period of service. Though the Petitioner joined 
the bank service in the year 1991, he never adhered to 
bank’s leave rules in the year 1993-94. The Petitioner was 
absent for 313 days besides exhausting all other kinds of 
leave. Even while regularising the leave, the authorities 
concerned observed from the leave records of the Petitioner 
that “he is in the habit of availing leave frequently on flimsy 
medical grounds and submit leave applications along with 
medical certificates after availing of leave and he was 
granted leave without pay for the said period. During the 
period from 1-1-96 to 28-7-97 the Petitioner, availed 162 
days and he furnished leave application o^ly after the 
leave. The above absence for 162 days was treated as 
unauthorised absence and disciplinary action was initiated 
against him. Again, from 18-1-2000 to 15-2-2000 he was on 
leave for 29 days, thereby he exhausted 29 days privilege 
leave. Therefore, he has exhausted all the leave and he had 
no leave at his credit and even after several reminders sent 
by the Respondent/Management, he has not joined duty. 
Further, the Petitioner has not produced any medical records 
like investigation reports, prescription for medicine or 
x-ray or any other evidence to support his claim that he 
had been suffering from serious disease which prevented 
him from attending the office. Therefore, he is a chronic 
absentee and deliberately and wilfully absented from duties 
and he has stated his illness as a cause only to wriggle out 
the situation and he has not interested in working under 
the Respondent/Bank. 

10. In order to substantiate his contention, the 
Petitioner examined himself as WW 1 and marked 20 
documents as Ex.Wl to W20 . Learned counsel for the 
Petitioner contended that it is false to allege that the 
Petitioner has not given any medical certificate or leave 
letter and every time, he has sent his leave letter along with 
medical certificate and the Branch Manager also 
recommended his leave EOL on loss of pay, therefore, it is 
false to allege that he was absented from, duty without any 
leave. Frequent non-attendance of the Petitioner was only 
due to his ill health and consequent medical treatment. 
Therefore, the charge framed against the Petitioner that he 
was unauthorisedly absent for the period from February^ 
2000 to 14-2-2001 is not a valid reason. Learned counsel for 


the Petitioner further contended that no doubt, the 
Respondent/Bank has initiated disciplinary proceedings 
but the entire proceedings initiated against him by the 
Respondent/Bank suffers from lot of procedural infirmities 
and a serious violation of principles of natural justice which 
govern the conduct of departmental proceedings. As 
already .stated, the 1st para of the charge speaks about 
unauthorised absence without obtaining prior sanction, 
when the Petitioner was seriously affected due to ill health, 
it is humanly impossible for anyone to obtain prior 
permission when he was laid up with severe indisposition, 
but in the latter part, it was alleged as absence without 
intimation. In the enquiry, the Respondent has not 
established the fact that the Petitioner has failed to give 
intimation with regard to his absence. Even the documents 
produced in enquiry brought out contradiction in framing 
charges. It is established by the Petitioner that he has 
submitted his leave application with medical certificates 
which were ignored by the Respondent/Bank and therefore, 
framing of charge itself is not valid. Further, the action was 
initiated in terms of para 521 of Sastri Award read with para 
18.28 of Desai Award, but the bank employees namely 
award staff are governed by new settlement dated 
10-4-2002 for any disciplinary action and this has been 
very clearly spelt out by the Respondent/Bank itself by 
means of a circular dated 1-8-2002, copy of which is marked 
as Ex.Wl 2. Therefore, the proposed punishment and final 
orders issued by Disciplinary Authority which were based 
on irrelevant clause of obsolete award cannot be treated as 
a legal one and hence the same has to be set aside as null 
and void. Learned counsel for the Petitioner further 
contended that even assuming for argument sake that the 
enquiry held by the Respondent/Bank is valid, the 
punishment imposed on the Petitioner is very heavy and it 
was totally disproportionate to the gravity of the charge 
alleged against the Petitioner. Had the bank sanctioned 
necessary leave for allowing him to take medical treatment 
and acceded to his request for transfer to the place where 
expert medical treatment is available, he would have 
definitely come out of his predicament and would have led 
a normal life rendering loyal service to the bank. But, on 
the other hand, his request for transfer to Madurai was 
refused and he was also not sanctioned leave for his medical 
treatment. Under such circumstances, the orders passed 
by the Respondent authorities suffers from infirmities, 
discrepancy and contradiction and it was also shockingly 
disproportionate and hence it is liable to be set aside. 

11. But, as against this, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that no employee is entitled to any 
leave as a matter of right. In this case, the Petitioner has 
availed leave more than what he was entitled namely sjpk 
leave and EOL on loss of pay. Under such circumstances, 
no doubt, the Petitioner has applied for leave and the 
Branch Manager also recommended for EOL on loss of 
pay, but there was no leave at his credit and hence he was 
asked to join duty immediately and it was informed to the 
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Petitioner by way of several reminders and even after that, 
he has not joined duty. Further, the Respondent authorities 
sent registered notice to the Petitioner thereby informed 
him to join duty immediately. But, even after that the 
Petitioner has not joined duty and no explanation was given 
to the Respondent authorities and no medical certificates 
with records were submitted by the Petitioner. Though he 
alleged that he has sent application with medical certificate, 
no leave was sanctioned on that application and he was 
informed that he has no leave at his credit and asked him to 
join duty immediately. Under such circumstances, the 
Petitioner cannot blame the authorities for not sanctioning 
leave to him. Therefore, the recommendation reportedly 
made by Branch Manager for grant of EOL on loss of pay 
cannot be presumed to have been granted. Merely sending 
leave letters would not clothe the Petitioner with, the right 
to get leave and no leave or extension of leave shall be 
deemed to have been granted unless an order to that effect 
is passed and communicated to the concerned employee. 
In this case, on each and every occasion, the Petitioner 
was informed that he has no leave at his credit and to join 
duty immediately, but without giving any reply, to the said 
intimation and without giving any explanation for not 
attending the office, he has kept quite. Therefore, the 
absence of the Petitioner, was deliberate and he wilfully 
abstained from attending the office. It is only roose to 
allege that he has been affected by spondylities and other 
ailments. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that charge sheet was issued to the Petitioner, 
but he has not given any explanation that his absence was 
due to his ill health but when the disciplinary proceedings 
was initiated against him, he has categorically admitted 
that the charge framed against him. Thus, the Petitioner’s 
categorical admission will clearly establish that his absence 
was deliberate and he has wilfully abstained from doing 
work. Further, he did not adduce any evidence or any other 
reason for his absence nor produced any medical certificate 
before the Enquiry Officer, on the other hand, on the side 
of the Respondent/Management as many as eight 
documents were produced and he has also not objected 
for marking of those documents. From these documents, it 
is clearly established that Respondent/Bank had been 
directing the Petitioner to report for duty, but the said letters 
/ telegrams did not evoke any response from the Petitioner. 
The departmental proceedings were conducted in a fair 
and proper manner and there is no violation of principles 
of natural justice. The Petitioner having participated in the 
departmental proceedings and made categorical admission 
of the charges levelled against him, cannot now make any 
grievance with regard to the enquiry or punishment 
imposed on him. Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further contended that though the Petitioner’s advocate 
argued that the provisions contained in the charge sheet is 
an obsolete one and the punishment was imposed on the 
Petitioner on the wrong provision of departmental 
proceedings, the Petitioner has never objected to the 


proceedings taken against him as illegal. Further whatever 
provisions contained in Sastry Award and Desai Award 
with regard to conduct and disciplinary proceedings have 
been retain in Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-2002. Further, 
Bipartite Settlement dated 10-4-2002 is a codification or 
consolidation of the provisions of the awards as modified 
by settlements which govern disciplinary action procedure 
for workmen in the bank and under such circumstances, it 
cannot be valid to contend that he has been imposed 
punishment on a wrong procedure. Learned counsel for 
the Respondent further relied on the rulings reported in 
AIR 1968 SC 266 CENTRAL BANK OF INDIA Vs. 
KARUNAMOY BANERJEE wherein the Supreme Court 
while considering the departmental, proceedings has stated 
that “ rules of natural justice will have to be observed, in 
the conduct of a domestic enquiry against a workman. If 
the allegations are denied by workman, the burden of 
proving the truth of those allegations will be on the 
management and the witness called by the management 
must be allowed to be cross examined by the workman 
and the latter must also be given an opportunity to 
examine himself and adduce any other evidence that he 
might choose in support of his plea. But if the workman 
admits his guilt to insist upon the management to let in 
evidence about the allegations will only be an empty 
prmality. In such a case, it will be open to the management 
to examine the workman himself, even in the first instance, 
so as to enable him to offer any explanation for his conduct, 
or to place bepre the management any circumstances 
which will go to mitigate the gravity of offence . " Again, 
the learned counsel’ for the Respondent relied on the 
rulings reported in AIR 1996 SC 484 B.C. CHATURVEDI 
Vi. UNION OF INDIA wherein the Supreme Court has held 
that “the High Court or Tribunal while exercising the 
power of judicial review, cannot normally substitute its 
own conclusion on penalty and impose some other 
penalty. If the punishment imposed by the Disciplinary 
Authority or the Appellate Authority shocks the 
conscience of the High Court/Tribunal, it would 
appropriately mould the relief ’ Relying on this decision, 
learned counsel for the Respondent contended that it 
cannot be held that the punishment of discharge imposed 
on the Petitioner who was deliberately and wilfully absented 
for duty will shock the conscience of the Tribunal. Then 
again, he relied on the rulings reported in 2005 II LL,J507 
BIKSHAPATI VIRAYYA Vs. UNION OF INDIA AND 
OTHERS, wherein the Andhra Pradesh High Court while 
considering the termination of service of an employee 
who was unauthorisedly absent for 172 days has held that 
“absence of 112 days from duty on number of occasions 
without sanction is inconsistent with the conduct expected 
of a public servant, a railway employee in this case, the 
misconduct is of sufficient gravity to warrant removal from 
service. " Relying on all these decisions, the learned counsel 
for the Respondent argued that in this case, the Petitioner 
was absented for duty more than 296 days without 
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sanction, which is inconsistent with the conduct expected 
from a bank employee. Under such circumstances, it cannot 
be said that the punishment imposed on him is shockingly 
disproportionate to the misconduct alleged against him 
and he further argued that the Petitioner has admitted the 
charge framed against him and he has not produced any 
document to show that he was affected by illness. 
Therefore, this Tribunal need not set aside the punishment 
awarded by the Disciplinary Authority. 

12. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. Because, though in this case, 
the Petitioner alleged that he suffered from serious illness, 
he has not given any explanation for his long absence, 
when he was asked to give explanation. Further, he has not 
produced any medical records to establish his claim before 
the Disciplinary Authority, on the other hand, he has 
admitted the charge framed against him namely 
unauthorised absence during the period from February, 
2000 to 14-2-2001 and he has also not produced any 
document before Disciplinary Authority for his long 
absence. Under such circumstances, I am not inclined to 
accept the contention of the learned counsel for the 
Petitioner that the punishment imposed by the Respondent 
authorities are disproportionate to the misconduct alleged 
against him. As such, I find this point against the Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 


The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

13. In view of my foregoing findings, I find the 
Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No Costs. 

14. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, corrected 
and pronounced by me in the open court on this day the 4th July, 
2006.) 


K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 


Witnesses Examined: 


For the Petitioner 

: WW1 Sri R. Balasubramanian 

For the Respondent 

None 

Documents Marked: 



For the I Party/Petitioner: 

Ex. No. Dale 

Description 

W1 31-08-94 

Xerox copy of the letler from Respondent 
to Petitioner. 

W2 06-09-94 

Xerox copy of the medical board 
certificate. 

W3 May, 2000 

Xerox copy of Ihe PF statement of 
Respondent. 

W4 June, 2000 

Xerox copy of the PF statement of 
Respondent. 

W5 20-06-00 

Xerox copy of the leave application of 
Petitioner. 


Ex. No. Dale 

Description 

W6 

20-06-00 

Xerox copy of the medical certificate. 

W7 

20-08-00 

Xerox copy of the leave application of 
Peiilioner. 

W8 

20-09-00 

Xerox copy of the telegram for leeave sent 
by Petitioner. 

W9 

May-Dec. 00 

Xerox copy of the leave registet of 
Respondent/Bank. 

W10 

06-01-01 

Xerox copy of the letter from Respondent 
to Petitioner. 

W1 1 

10-04-02 

Xerox copy of the settlement u/s. 18(1). 

W1 2 

o 

00 

© 

© 

Xerox copy of the circular issued by 
Respondent. 

W13 

30-08-04 

Xerox copy of the 2A petition. 

W1 4 

24-11-04 

Xerox copy of the rejoinder. 

W 1 5 

15-07-05 

Xerox copy of the Charge Sheet issued to 
Ramasamy. 

W16 

04-08-05 

Xerox copy of the explanation given by 
Ramasamy 

W17 

30-08-05 

Xerox copy of the Order issued to 
Ramasamy. 

W1 8 

15-07-05 

Xerox copy of the Charge Sheet issued to 
Manoharan. 

WI 9 

06-08-05 

Xerox copy of the explanation given by 
Manoharan. 

W20 

04-10-05 

Xerox copy of the order issued to Mr. 
Manoharan. 

For the 11 Party/Management: 

Ex.No. Date 

Description 

M 1 

12-07-01 

Xerox copy of the Charge Sheet issued to 
"Fetitioner. 

M2 

31-12-01 

Xerox copy of the reply given by Petitioner 
to Charge Sheet. 

M3 

06-02-02 

Xerox copy of the letter of Disciplinary 
Authority Appointing Enquiry Officer. 

M4 

13-05-02 

Xerox copy of the enquiry proceeding. 

M5 

07-06-02 

Xerox copy of the enquiry report. 

M6 

26-06-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from Disciplinary 
Authority to Petitioner to furnish comments 
on the report. 

M7 

16-09-02 

Xerox copy of the minutes of personal hearing. 

M8 

16-09-02 

Xerox copy of the order of punishment given 
by Disciplinary Authority. 

M9 

18-11-02 

Xerox copy of the order of Appellate 
Authority. 

M 10 

19-11-02 

Xerox copy of the communication of order 
of Appellate Authority. 

Mil 

13-11-02 

Xerox copy of the record of personal hearing 
before Appellate Authority. 

M12 

31-03-67 

Xerox copy of the agreement containing leave 
rules. 

M 13 

09-08-02 

Xerox copy of the leave letter submitted by 
Petitioner. 

M14 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the PF statements of the branch. 

M15 

14-02-95 

Xerox copy of Ihe Bipartite Settlerment. 
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W.3TT 4108.—SlftlWT, 1947 
(1947 14) ^ «TRI 17 ^ 3i^<u| 3, TTWR fazt 

■^fWT te ^ ^ fTtetf 3?ft ’3^ <4>4<fekT ^ 

#3, 313^4 RRv 3^SjlPl4i fam 4, <*^-4 TK°RT 3?ndtfW 
aiterui te i H W (*M WIT 396/2004 ) ^ WpfTcT 
tet $, W5K «ft 1 15-9-2006^ TO ^3TT8in 

[R -q^T-12012/87/2004-3TTI 3TR(^t-I)] 

3F5RT ^*TR, 3Tfe4t 

New Delhi, thel5th September, 2006 

S.O. 4108.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 396/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of City Union Bank and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
15-9-2006. 


[No. L-12012/87/2004-IR (B-I)] 
AJ AY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOURCOURT, CHENNAI 

Tuesday, the 27th June,'2006 

PRESENT: 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 396/2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of City Union Bank and their workmen). 

BETWEEN 

Sri R.Krishnamurthy : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 


The General Manager 
City Union Bank, 

HO, Kumbakonam 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner 


For the Management 


II Party/Management 


: M/s. C. Hanumantha Rao, 
Advocates 

; M/s. KJayaraman, 
Advocates 


AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No. L-12012/87/2004-IR (B-I) dated 23-07-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows 

“Whether the termination of Sri R. Krishnamorthy 
by the management of City Union Bank, Kumbakonam 
is legal and justified ? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as LD. No .396/2004 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner joined the services of the Respondent/ 
Bank on 10-7-81 and he was employed as unpaid apprentice 
clerk at Erode branch and he had rendered two years of 
continuous service before availing leave on medical 
grounds. Again, when the bank issued notification in the 
year 1987, he has submitted an application with certificate 
and the Respondent also sent hall ticket asking the 
Petitioner to appear for an examination. But, he was not 
allowed to sit for examination without assigning any reason. 
Any how the Petitioner has rendered 240 days in a 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and 480 days in a 
continuous period of 24 calendar months and thus he 
deemed to have attained the permanent status under labour 
legislations. Therefore, the termination order issued by the 
Respondent/management without complying with the 
provisions of Section 25F of the l.D. Act is not valid, 
While so, the Petitioner inadvertently raised the dispute 
before labour officer, Tanjore and subsequently, filed a claim 
statement before Labour Court, Cuddalore and therefore, 
the Labour Court has disposed of the matter that the court 
has no jurisdiction to entertain and adjudicate the matter, 
thereafter, he raised the dispute before Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central) which ended in failure. The 
allegation of the Respondent/Management that the 
Petitioner was over aged and he was ineligible according 
to the qualification indicated in the notification and that a 
communication was sent cancelling the earlier 
communication are all false. The Respondent/Bank is bound 
to retain the records and produced the same before the 
Court and should not contend that they do not have records 
prior to ten years and this Tribunal has got ample power to 
draw an adverse inference against the Respondent/Bank. 
The Banking Regulation Act Section 2 clearly states that 
the said Act shall be in addition to and not in derogation of 
any other law. Under the provision of Banking Companies 
Act (period of preservation of records) Rules 1985 the bank 
has to maintain records for a period of eight years and in 
case, a case is pending before the Court they have to 
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maintain records irrespective of the period stipulated in 
rules. In this case, the dispute was raised in the ye&r 198? 
and therefore, the Respondent has to maintain all records, 
hence, the Petitioner prays that an award may be passed to 
reinstate the Petitioner in service w.e.f. 12-3-1983 with all 
consequential benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that at the first instance, the Petitioner 
was never employed in any capacity at any point of time. 
The relationship of employer and Workman never existed 
between this Respondent and the Petitioner. The Petitioner 
cannot be constructed as a workman nor the Respondent 
as his employer. The present reference Itself is incompetent* 
bad and beyond the powers of Govt The Petitioner was 
never terminated as alleged by him. the Petitioner cannot 
invoke any of the provisions of I.D; Act much less Section 
2Aof the Act Without prejudice to the above contention, 
the Petitioner was engaged as unpaid apprentice by an 
order dated 10-7-81 by the Respondent and he joined as 
unpaid apprentice as per the above said order. Having 
undergone the period of training for only iVi months the 
Petitioner thereafter did not report for duty to the 
establishment and he did not communicate to the 
Respondent in any manner. Subsequently, in the year 1998 
the Petitioer invoking provisions of section 2Aof I.D. Act 
filed a petition before Labour Officer, Tharijavur. Since the 
Labour Court, Thanjavur has no jurisdiction, the claim of 
the Petitioer was rejected. Thereafter, belatedly in respect 
of his alleged non-employment, the Petitioer raised a dispute 
before the Government of India stating falsely that he was 
employed in the Respondent/Bank and he was terminated 
as he has availed leave on the ground of sickness. No 
doubt, the Petitioner has applied for vacancy in the 
Respondent establishment in 198?, but he was not permitted 
to sit for examination on the ground that he was not eligible 
and his date of birth as per his application is 19-1-51 and 
for the post of Clerk, minimum qualification prescribed was 
graduation and the eligibility criteria was notified and the 
age of applicant was 26 years as on 1-1-98 and therefore, 
the letter permitting him to sit over the examination was 
cancelled by another communication dated 25-9-87. But 
such dispute is totally outside the purview of Section 2A. 
The Petitioner never rendered continuous service as 
alleged by him of240 days in a period of 12 calendar months 
and 480 days in a period of 24 calendar months. The 
Petitioner was never employed much less employed in a 
permanent sanctioned post and he was never retrenched. 
The Petitioner has filed a suit before District Munsiff Court 
in O.S. No. 670/90 claiming Rs. 10,000/- and also for a 
direction that Respondent/Bank should provide him with a 
post of clerk and the suit was dismissed. Since the Petitioner 
has elected his remedy elsewhere and as the suit was 
dismissed, the Petitioner has no locus standi to approach 
this Tribunal for any further relief; The dismissal of the 
said suit would operate as res judicata for any further action 


on the part of the Petitioner. Further the claim of the 
Petitioner is stale and extraordinarily belated. The Petitioner 
was guilty of laches and delay. The Petitioner was also 
guilty of negligence and inaction. The Petitioner alleged 
that he was employed in the year 1981 and who having 
gone to civil court in the year 1990 did not approach the 
authorities under I.D. Act till 1998. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays that claim of the Petitioner 
is liable to be dismissed. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are— 

(i) “Whether the termination of the Petitioner by 
the Respondent/Management is legal and 
justified? 

00 “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 

Point No. 1 

6. The case of the Petitioner in this dispute is that 
the Petitioner is a workman and he was appointed by the 
Respondent/Management by its order dated 10-7-1981. 
Even though he was appointed as an unpaid apprentice 
clerk, he joined duty at Erode branch of Respondent/Bank 
on 10-7-81 and he has rendered about two years of 
continuous service from 10-7-81. While so, he was 
terminated on 12-3-83 without any assigning any reason 
by the Respondent/Bank. Even after his termination in the 
year 1987, as per notification of the Responderit/Bank, the 
Petitioner has submitted his application for the post of 
clerk and at the first instance, he was asked to appear for 
examination, but subsequently he was not allowed to sit 
for examination without assigning any reason. Since the 
termination is illegal and since the Respondent has not 
followed the mandatory provision of section 25F of the 
I.D. Act, the order of termination passed by the Respondent/ 
Bank is void ab initio and he is entitled to be reinstated in 
service. 

7. On behalf of the Respondent it is contended that 
the Petitioner was never employed in any capacity at any 
point of time. There is no relationship of employer-employee 
between the Respondent and Petitioner and he cannot be 
construed as a workman. The Petitioner was engaged 
himself as unpaid apprentice for a period of two months by 
an order dated 10-7-81. He joined as unpaid apprentice on 
15-7-81 at Erode and within \V% months he did not report 
for duty to the establishment and he did not continue in 
the post as apprentice and therefore, there is no question 
of appointment or termination by the Respondent/Bank 
and hence, the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief much 
less relief of reinstatement at this long lapse of time. 

8. Since the Petitioner alleged that he is a workman 
under I.D. Act and he has served for more than 240 days in 
continuous period of 12 calendar months and 480 days in a 
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continuous period of 24 calendar months, the burden of 
proving this fact is upon the Petitioner. In order to establish 
this fact, the Petitioner has examined himself as WW1 and 
produced six documents and all the six documents are copy 
of his representation to the Respondent/Management by 
certificate of posting. As against this, on the side of the 
Respondent/Management, one Mr. S. Sridaran, Deputy 
General Manager (Advances) of the Respondent/ 
Management, who was working as Branch Manager in 
Erode branch during the year 1981, was examined as MW1 
and on their side 17 documents were marked as Ex. Ml to 
M17. Ex. Ml is the copy of office order posting the Petitioner 
as unpaid apprentice dated 10-7-81. Ex.M2 is the copy of 
application for appointment of clerk dated 28-8-87 sent by 
the Petitioner. Ex. M3 is the copy of letter sent by Petitioner 
requesting employment. Ex. M4 is the copy of call letter 
sent to the Petitioner for written test. Ex. M5 is the copy of 
notice issued by Petitioner’s advocate. Ex.M6 is the copy 
of reply to the above notice sent by Respondent/Bank 
advocate. Ex. M7 is the copy of written statement of 
Petitioner Labour Office, Tanjore. Ex. M8 is the copy of 
Petitioner’s claim in I.D. 22/2001. Ex. M9 is the copy of 2A 
petition filed by Petitioner before Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central). Ex. M10 is the copy of comments 
filed by Respondent before Assistant Labour 
Commissioner (Central). Ex.Ml 1 is the copy of acquittance 
role register for July, 1981. Ex. Ml 2 is the copy of notification 
dated 14-8-87. Ex.M13 is the copy of letter sent by 
Respondent/Bank rejecting the application of Petitioner. 
Ex. Ml 4 is the copy of draft return letter. Ex. 15 is the copy 
of order in O.S. No. 670/90. Ex. M16 is the copy of reply 
filed by Respondent before Labour Authorities, Tanjore. 
Ex. M17 is the copy of written statement filed by 
Respondent in I.D. No. 22/20021. 

9. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
the Petitioner is a workman and he was appointed by the 
Respondent by its order dated 10-7-91 under Ex. Ml. Even 
though he was appointed as unpaid apprentice clerk and 
joined at Erode branch on 10-7-81 he was perfor min g 
despatch work, work relating to savings bank account, 
clearing house work, accounting of stamp etc, by doing 
these work, he has worked in the Respondent/Management 
and he was allotted accommodation in the office at free of 
cost. Thus, the Petitioner has rendered two years of 
continuous service from 10-7-81 and all of a sudden, his 
services were terminated on 12-3-83 without assigning any 
reasons. Since he has worked for more than 240 days as 
per Tamil Nadu Industrial Establishment (Conferment of 
Permanent Status to Workmen) Act, 1981, the services of 
the Petitioner had to be regularised by the Respondent/ 
fes and the Respondent who is doing banking business 
without following the mandatory provisions of Section 25F 
of the I.D, Act has terminated the Petitioner without any 
notice or without giving any compensation and therefore, 
the order passed by the Respondent/Management is 


illegal, void ab initio. No doubt, the Petitioner has not 
produced any document to show that he has worked from 
10-7-81 to 12-3-83 but, all the documents are with the 
Respondent/Management and the Petitioner is not in a 
position to produce the documents which are in the custody 
of the Respondent. Any how, the contention of the 
Respondent is that under Ex. Ml he was appointed as 
unpaid apprentice clerk for a period of two years from the 
date of joining and within a period of 1 Vi months, he has 
gone to his native place for treatment and never rectified 
to work. If really, this contention is a true one, then the 
management has set up only defence of voluntary 
abandonment of service, but the voluntary abandonment 
has not been proved to the satisfaction of this Tribunal. 
The evidence of MW1 clearly says that the Petitioner has 
worked as a clerk. In his cross examination, he has stated 
that the Petitioner is qualified for the post of clerk. Therefore, 
the burden of proving the fact that the Petitioner has left 
the job within 1 Vi months is upon the Respondent, but 
this burden has not been discharged by the Respondent 
with any satisfactory evidence. Further the contention of 
the Respondent in the Counter Statement and the evidence 
given by MW1 in the witness box are contradictory. In 
para 6 of the Counter Statement, they alleged that the 
Petitioner did not report to the establishment after having 
undergone the period of training for only 1 Vi months. In 
other words, it is the contention of the Respondent that 
the Petitioner has voluntarily abandoned his service, but 
the Respondent/Bank has not let in any evidence to show 
that the Petitioner has worked only for lVi months as a 
trainee and he left the post. Only the witness, who was 
examined on the side of the Respondent has clearly stated 
that ‘he cannot say, when the Petitioner has left the service’. 
He has also admitted that he has not produced any 
document to show when the Petitioner has left the service. 
Even though the Petitioner has filed the petition for 
production of registers to show the period of his 
employment under the Respondent/Bank, they have not 
produced the same and I.A No. 201/2006 was dismissed 
on the ground that documents must have been destroyed. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is not in a position to produce 
documents which were in the hands of Respondent/ 
Management. Though the Respondent has contended that 
the Petitioner has worked only for 1 1/2 months as 
apprentice and left the service, they have not produced 
any satisfactory evidence to prove this contention. Further, 
the MW1 has stated that after completion of training, he 
was working as probationer, therefore, the contention of 
abandonment of service as alleged by the Respondent/ 
Management has not been established before this Court 
and it is the bounden duty of the Respondent/Management 
to prove that the workman has abandoned his service. 
Abandonment is a question of intention and such an 
intention cannot be attributed without adequate evidence. 
Under such circumstances, the Respondent has not 
established the fact that the Petitioner has abandoned his 
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job, hence it should be presumed that the Petitioner has 
worked for more than the statutory period. Further, though 
the Respondent alleged that the'Petitioner has abandoned 
his work, it is the case of Respondent that they have, 
conducted any enquiry with regard to the abandonment of 
his service. But, on the other hand, the Petitioner by his 
letter dated 20-6-1983 and 15-2-84 and other letters, copy 
of which are marked as Ex. W1 to W6, had requested for 
employment. Even after these letters, the Respondent/ 
Management has not taken any action. Therefore, the plea 
of abandonment of service has not been proved and hence, 
the Petitioner is deemed to be in service from 12-3-83 as 
alleged by him. 

10. But, on the other hand, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that from Ex.Ml it is clear that the 
Petitioner has engaged himself as unpaid apprentice for a 
period of two months. He joined as unpaid apprentice on 
15-7-81 at Erode branch of Respondent/Bank and having 
undergone the period of training for 1 1/2 months, the 
Petitioner did not report for job to the establishment and 
he did not communicate to the Respondent in any manner 
and in the year 1988, the Petitioner invoking provisions of 
Section 2A of I.D. Act had riled a petition before Labour 
Officer, Tanjavur and it was also referred to Labour Court, 
Cuddalore, which was duly resisted by the Respondent/ 
Management. Ultimately, the Labour Court, Cuddalore 
dismissed the claim of the Petitioner on the ground that 
they have no jurisdiction. In the mean time, the Petitioner 
has applied for the post of clerk in the year 1987 i.e. long 
after his voluntary cessation of Respondent/Management. 
But, the Petitioner was not permitted to sit for examination 
on the ground that he was over aged. Since the Petitioner's 
age was found as more than 31 years, as on 1-1-88, the, call, 
letter issued by the Respondent/Bank was cancelled, by 
another communication dated 25-9-87. Learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that the Petitioner never 
rendered continuous service as alleged by him for more 
than 240 days in a continuous period of 12 calendar months 
and 480 days In a continuous period of 24 calendar months. 
He has engaged himself as an unpaid apprentice only for a 
period of IV 2 months and he cannot he deemed to be 
attained permanent status alleged by him. Any how, the 
question of permanency has to be decided by the 
appropriate authority under Tamil Nadu Industrial 
Establishment (Conferment of Permanent Status to 
Workmen) Act, 1981 and it cannot be adjudicated under 
section 2A of the I.D. Act. In this case, the Petitioner was 
never employed as an employee under permanent 
sanctioned post and he was never retrenched and therefore, 
Respondent/Bank has not violated any of the provisions 
of Act much less Section 25F of the I.D. Act. It is the 
further contention of the learned counsel for the 
Respondent that after the rejection of application given by 
the Petitioner, the Petitioner has issued an advocate notice 
dated 3-10-87 and he demanded that he should be either 


provided suitable post or payment of compensation of 
Rs.10,000/- . But his claims were duly answered by 
Respondent and even the suit filed by the Petitioner before 
District Munsiff Court at Kumbakonam in O.S. No. 670/90 
was also dismissed. Since the Petitioner has elected his 
remedy in civil court, the suit was dismissed. Hence, this 
Petitioner has no loco standi to approach this Tribunal for 
any relief. The dismissal of the suit would operate as res 
judicata for any further claim on the Petitioner. Learned 
counsel for the Respondent relied on the rulings reported 
in2006 I LLN137 NATIONAL INSURANCE CO. LTD. 
Vs. MAST AN AND ANOTHER which arise from Workmen 
Compensation Act. In that claimant has not chosen to 
withdraw his claim under Workmen's Compensation Act 
before it reached the point of judgement, with a view to 
approach the Motor Accidents Claims Tribunal. What he 
has done is to pursue his claim under Workmen's 
Compensation Act, till the award was passed and also to 
invoke a provision of Motor Vehicles Act, he has not made 
applicable to claim under Workmen’s Compensation Act. 
In that case, the Supreme Court has held that the claimant/ 
Respondent is not entitled to do so and the High Court 
was in error in holding that he is entitled to do so. Relying 
on this judgement, learned counsel for the Respondent 
argued that the doctrine of election is based on the rule of 
estoppel and the principle that one cannot approbate and 
reprobate inheres in it. The doctrine of estoppel by election 
is one of the species of estoppel in pais (os equitable 
estoppel) which is a rule in equity. By that rule, a person 
may be precluded by his action or conduct or silence when 
it is his duty to speak from asserting a right which he 
otherwise would have had. In this case, when the Petitioner 
alleged to be a workman entitled to the, benefits of 
Industrial Laws, he has to approach the labour authorities 
even at the initial stage. Though he alleged that he has 
been terminated by the Respondent/Bank illegally, he has 
not taken the matter before labour authorities, on the other 
hand, he has chosen to civil remedy for compensation which 
was ultimately dismissed against him. Under such 
circumstances, he cannot again raise dispute under 
Industrial Disputes Act after a long lapse of time i.e. only 
after the alleged termination. Learned counsel for the 
Respondent further relied on the rulings reported in 2005 
5 SCC 91 HARYANA STATE CO-OP. LAND 
DEVELOPMENT BANK Vs, NEELAM wherein the 
Supreme Court has held that aim and object of Industrial 
Disputes Act may be to impart social justice to the 
workman but the same by itself would not mean that 
irrespective of his conduct, a workman would 
automatically be entitled to relief The procedural laws 
like estoppel, waiver and acquiescence are equally 
applicable to the industrial are proceedings. In that 
case, the workman concerned has approached the Labour 
Court after more than seven years and it was considered 
by Labour court and the Labour Court refused to grant 
any relief and it was upheld by the Supreme Court. In 
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which the Supreme Court has held that “it is trite that 
Courts and Tribunals having plenary jurisdiction have 
discretionary power to grant an appropriate relief to 
parties. The, aim and object of I.D. Act may be to impart 
social justice to the workman but the same by itself would 
not mean that irrespective of his conduct a workman 
automatically be entitled to relief The procedural laws 
like estoppel, waiver and acquiescence are equally 
applicable to industrial proceedings. A person in certain 
situation may even be held to be bound by doctrine of 
acceptance sub silentio. The Respondent did not raise 
any industrial dispute questioning the termination of her 
service within a reasonable time. She even accepted an 
alternative employment and has been continuing therein 
from 10-8-88. In her application filed before Labour Court, 
while traversing the plea raised by the appellant that she 
is gainfully employed in HUDA w.e.f 10-8-88 and her 
services had been regularised therein it was averred. Thus 
the conduct of the Respondent in approaching Labour 
Court after 7 years has been considered as a relevant 
factor for refusing to grant any relief to her. Therefore, 
such consideration cannot be said to be irrelevant one. 
Labour Court in the above mentioned situation cannot 
said to have exercised its discretionary jurisdiction 
injudiciously, arbitrarily and capriciously warranting 
interference at the hands of High Court under Article 226 
of Constitution. " Relying on this rulings, learned counsel 
for the Respondent contended that though the Petitioner 
alleged that he has been terminated illegally by the 
Respondent/Management during the year 1983, he has not 
approached the labour authorities within a reasonable time. 
On the other hand, he has approached the Civil Court for 
compensation in the year 1990. When his civil suit was 
dismissed by civil court, again he has approached the 
labour authorities after a long lapse of time and he has not 
given any satisfactory explanation for this long delay 
namely 15 years. Hence, the claim is liable to be dismissed. 

11. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. 

12. Learned counsel for the Respondent further 
contended that the claim of the Petitioner is stale and 
extraordinarily belated and the Petitioner was guilty of 
laches and delay and he was also guilty of negligence and 
inaction. Then the learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that though the Petitioner alleged that he has 
worked for more than 240 days, there is not even an iota of 
evidence to substantiate his contention and except his 
oral testimony, there is no document to show that he has 
worked for more than 240 days in a period of 12 calendar 
months and 480 days in a period of 24 calendar months. It 
is well settled by the Supreme Court and High Courts that 
the burden of proving the fact that the Petitioner is entitled 
to the benefits under section 25F of I.D. Act is upon the 
Petitioner. But, in this case, since the Petitioner has not 
established this fact with any satisfactory evidence, the 


claim that he is entitled to the benefits under section 25F is 
without any substance and, the allegation that this Tribunal 
has to draw an adverse inference is also without any 
substance. He relied on the rulings reported in 2005 8 SCC 
750 SURENDRANAGAR DISTRICT PANCHAYAT Vs. 
DAHYABHAI AMARSINGH in which the Supreme Court 
has held that “in the absence of any regular employment 
of workman, employer is not expected to maintain 
seniority list of employees engaged on daily wages. As 
regards non-compliance with section 25 G & H suffice it 
to say that witness examined by the appellate has stated 
that no seniority list was maintained by the department of 
daily wagers, In the absence of regular employment of 
workmen, the appellant was not expected to maintain 
seniority list of employees engaged on daily wages and in 
the absence of any proof by Respondent regarding 
existence of seniority list and his so called seniority, no 
relief could be given to him for non-compliance with 
provisions of Act. The Courts could have drawn adverse 
inference against the appellant only when seniority list 
was proved to be in existence and then not produced 
before the Court. In order to entitle the Court to draw 
inference unfavourable to the party, the Court must be 
satisfied that evidence is in existence and could have been 
proved " In the same judgement, when the Supreme Court 
considered the applicability of section 25F and 25B, it has 
held that "to claim protection under section 25F(i) there 
exists relationship of employer and employee; (ii) that he 
is a workman within the meaning of Section 2(s) of the 
I.D. Act and (Hi) the establishment in which he is employed 
is an industry within the meaning of the Act and he must 
have put in not less than one year of continuous service 
as defined by section 25B under the employer. ” and these 
conditions are cumulative and any of these conditions is 
missing, the provisions of Section 25F will not be attracted. 
Relying on this judgement, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that the Petitioner has not 
established that he is a workman under the Respondent/ 
Management and he has worked for more than 240 days in 
a continuous period of 12 calendar months and under such 
circumstances, he cannot invoke the provisions of section 
25F of the Act and therefore, he is not entitled to any relief. 

13. As 1 have already pointed out, I find much force 
in the contention of the Respondent. In this case, though 
the Petitioner alleged that he is a workman, he has not 
established this fact with any satisfactory evidence. 
Further, he has not established the fact that he had worked 
for more than 240 days in a continuous period of 12 calendar 
months and 480 days in a continuous period of 24 calendar 
months. Further, though he alleged that he has been 
terminated by the Respondent/Management during the year 
1983, he has not stated any valid reason for not approaching 
the labour authorities within a reasonable, time and he has 
also not stated reason for electing civil forum for getting 
compehsation and when his civil suit was dismissed by 
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District Munsif Court, he again approached the labour 
authorities after a long lapse of time and for this also, he 
has not given any valid explanation. Under such 
circumstances, since the inordinate dcslay was not 
satisfactorily explained by the Petitioner and merely making 
repeated representation to the employer will not be regarded 
as satisfactory explanation, I find no relief can be granted 
to the Petitioner. Therefore, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

14. In view of my foregoing findings that the 
Petitioner has approached this forum with inordinate delay 
and the delay has not been explained satisfactorily, I find 
the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No Costs. 

15. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 
(Dictated to the P A. transcribed and typed by him. 

corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 27th June. 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined:— 

For the Petitioner : WW1 Sri R.Krishnamurthy 
For the Respondent : MWI Sri S.Sridaran - 
Docunents Marked:— 

For the I Pariy/Petitioner:— 

Ex. No. Date Description 

W1 20-06-83 Copy of the representation submitted by 
Petitioner to Respondent/Management 
W2 15-02-84 Copy of the representation submi tted by 
Petitioner to Respondent/Management 

W3 22-07-84 Copy of the representation submitted by 
Petitioner to Respondent/Management 

W4 10-1-85 Copy of the representation submitted by 

Petitioner to Respondent/ Management 

W5 12-11-86 Copy of the representation submitted by 
Petitioner to Respondent/Management 

W6 19-1087 Copy of the representation submitted by 
Petitioner to Respondent/Management 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex No. Date Description 

Ml 10-0781 Xerox copy of the office order for unpaid 
apprentice 

M2 28-08-87 Xerox copy of the application for 
appointment 

M3 288687 Xerox copy of the letter requesting 
employment 

M4 14-0987 Xerox copy of the call letter for written 
test 


Ex No. Date 

Description 

M5 

03-1087 

Xerox copy of the notice by Petitioner's 
advocate 

M6 

20-1087 

Xerox copy of the reply to above notice 

M7 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the 2A petition before 
Labour Office, Tanjore 

M8 

0801-01 

Xerox copy of the Petitioner’s claim in 
ID 22/2001 

M9 

21-08-03 

Xerox copy of the 2A petition filed before 
Assistant Labour Commissioner 
(Central) 

M10 

11-09-03 

Xerox copy of the comments filed by 
Respondent 

Mil 

N3 

Xerox copy of the acquittance role 
register for July, 1981 to Dec. 1982 

M12 

14-0887 

Xerox copy of the notification 

M13 

25-0987 

Xerox copy of the rejection letter of 
Respondent on the Application 
submitted by Petitioner 

MI4 

29-0987 

Xerox copy of the draft return letter 

M15 

200987 

Xerox copy of the order in O.S. No. 
670/90 

MI6 

04-03-98 

Xerox copy of the reply to the above 
petition 

MI7 

07-09-01 

Xerox copy of the written statement filed 
by Respondent in I.D. No.22/2001. 
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 

S.O. 4109 .—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 23/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Bangalore as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Tungabhadra Gramin Bank and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 15-9-2006. 

[No. L-l2012/286/2003-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated, the 8th September, 2006 

Present: 

Shri A.R. Siddiqui, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 23/2004 

I Party: 

Sh. Somasundar, 

173, Kappagal Road, 

Bramha Sastry Compound, 

Near Masjid, 

Bellaiy-583 103. 

H Party: 

The Chairman, 

Tungabhadra Gramin Bank, 

(Head Office), Gandhinagar, 

Bellaiy-583101. 

Appearances: 

I Party 

II Party : Shri K.V. Krishna Murthy 

Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub¬ 
section 2A of the Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 has referred this dispute vide Order No. 
L-12012/286/2003-IR(B-I) dated 22-03-2004 for 
adjudication on the following schedule. 

SCHEDULE 

‘Whether the action of the management of 
Tungabhadra Grameena Bank in imposing the 
penalty of dismissal from services to Shri 
Somasundar w.e.f. 11-7-2002 is justified? If not 
what relief the applicant is entitled to and from 
which date?” 

2. Achargesheet dated 10-11-1999 was issued to 
the first party workman as under : 

CHARGE! 

“You were working as Clerk in our Muslapur branch 
from 29-5-97 to 3-7-98. 

Sri Hanumappa, S/o Shivappa, R/o Obalabandi had 
availed a crop loan from Muslapur branch under 
account No. NODP 123/97-98. The said borrower 
along with one Sri Veerabhadraiah, S/o Malaiah 


Swamy, R/o Obalabandi had approached a customer 
of the branch viz., Rajasab (who is having a SB 
account No. 32) to get a temporary loan of Rs. 
13,000/- from him to close the aforesaid loan NODP 
123/97-98. As per their request, Sri Rajasab issued 
a self cheque (withdrawal slip No. 788398) dated 
25-04-98 for Rs. 13,000 and requested you to adjust 
the proceeds to the loan account of Sri Hanumappa 
(i.e., NODP 123/97-98) and after sanctioning a fresh 
loan to the said party, credit the like sum out of the 
loan proceeds to his SB account No. 32. As the 
liability in the said loan account was Rs. 13,060 
you adjusted the proceeds of the aforesaid cheque 
i.e. Rs. 13,000 and also collected the balance 
amount of Rs. 60 from the party and closed the 
aforesaid loan account on 25-04-98. 

On 4-5-98 a fresh crop loan of Rs. 14,000 was 
granted to Sri Hanumappa under account No. NODP 
22/98-99. The entire loan amount of Rs. 14,000 was 
disbursed the same day by crediting the proceeds to his 
SB account No. 1886 at the first instance and later, by 
withdrawing the same through a self cheque (withdrawal 
slip No. 788437) signed by the borrower. On the said 
day i.e., 4-5-98 the borrower requested you to credit Rs. 
13,000 out of his loan proceeds to SB account of Sri 
Rajasab who had earlier arranged said amount for closure 
of his previous loan account. Accordingly, you obtained 
his signature on a blank SB Pay-in-slip and paid him 
Rs. 760 informing him that you have credited Rs. 13,000 
to SB account of Sri Rajasab and deducted Rs. 140 and 
Rs. 100 towards processing fee and crop insurance' 
respectively. The particulars furnished by you on the 
back of the withdrawal slip will alo disclose that you 
have paid Rs. 760 to the borrower by withholding Rs. 
13,240 for adjustments as above. But, in fact you had 
credited Rs. 9,500 only to SB account No. 32-of Sri Rajasab 
vide Receipt No. 18 on 4-5-98 instead of Rs. 13,000 as 
falsely informed by you to the aforesaid borrower and 
misappropriated the balance amount of Rs. 3,500 (i.e. 
13,000—9,500). 

The records disclose that on the same day i.e. 
4-5-98 you have purchased a DD for Rs. 5,000 favouring 
Prakash Rao Koravi drawn on Canara Bank, Gulbarga. 
On that day i.e. 4-5-98 there was a withdrawal of only Rs. 
5000 from your OD account No. 1. After the said 
withdrawal, the balance available for withdrawal in your 
OD account was minimum and even in your SB account 
also the balance was minimum.Thus, purchasing of a DD 
for Rs. 5,000 by you by withdrawing the entire amount of 
Rs. 500 (leaving a minimum balance) from your said OD 
account and maintaining a minimum balance in your 
Savings Bank account will support and Corroborate the 
aforesaid misappropriation of Rs. 3,500 by you. 


Shri P.S. Rajgopal 
Advocate 
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Sri Rajesh, on verification of his Savings Bank pass 
book after some days, found that only Rs. 9,500 was 
credited to his SB account No. 32 on 4*5-98 instead of 
Rs. 13,000 as informed and requested by him earlier. 
When he enquired the said matter with you, you informed 
him that Rs. 9,500 was credited to his SB account No. 32 
and the remaining amount of Rs. 3,500 was credited to 
Ramanna’s account inadvertently and it would be settled 
after reporting of the Manager for duty who was on leave 
that day. 

After Manager’s reporting for duty, you called Sri 
Rajasab, Sri Ramanna, Sri Veerabhadraiah and the 
aforesaid borrower Sri Hanumappa to the branch and 
informed them that Rs. 3,500/- was wrongly credited to 
Sri Ramanna’s account instead of to Sri Rajasab’s 
account and it was refuted by Sri Ramanna as he was in 
no way connected to the said transaction. However, the 
matter was finally settled among yourselves by deciding 
to pay/forgo the amount as under:— 

(1) Sri Ramanna has to pay Rs 2,000 to Sri Rajasab. 

(2) You have to pay Rs. 500 to Sri Rajasab. 

(3) Sri Rajasab has to forgo Rs. 1,000. 

Accordingly, Sri Ramanna and yourself paid cash 
of Rs. 2,000 and Rs. 5000 respectively to Sri Rajasab. In 
fact Sri Ramanna and Sri Rajasab were not happy with 
the said settlement as they were made to pay penalty for 
their no fault. 

You have thus misued your official position, 
misguided the customers, betrayed the trust and 
confidence reposed in you as Bank employee by the 
customers and misappropriated Rs. 3,500. Your said acts 
are detrimental to the interests of the Bank and its 
customers. You have undermined the dignity of your 
office and brought disrepute to the Bank. You have not 
served the Bank honestly and faithfully and thereby 
committed breach of Regulation, No 19 of Tungabhadra 
Gramin Bank (Staff) Service Regulations, 1980 and acts 
of misconduct punishable under Regulation No 30 (1) of 
Tungabhadra Gramin Bank (Staff) Service Regulations,- 
1980. 

CHARGE-H 

You were working as Clerk at Muslapur branch from 
29.5.97 to 3.7.98. On 9.5.98 you were handling cash and 
on that day a loan of Rs. 15,000 was disbursed to one Sri 
Basavaraj Killi, S/o Basappa, R/o Muslapur under loan 
account No. SSI 4/98-99. At the first instance, the loan 
proceeds of Rs. 15,000 was credited to his SB account 
No. 1271. Later on the same day, it was withdrawn by 
tendering a withdrawal slip No 788477 signed by the 
borrower and out of which (Rs. 15,000) you accounted 
Rs. 4,000 to KDR account No 50/98-99, Rs 150/- towards 
Commission (Processing Fee) account and paid Rs 10,500. 
However, you did not credit the remaining balance of 


Rs 350 to the borrower’s SB account No. 1271 as requested 
by him (i.e. Rs. 15,000, 4,000 +150+10,500). Instead, you 
misappropriated it. 

The particulars of the adjustments furnished by 
you on the back side of the Payment Slip No. 2 (withdrawal 
slip No. 788477) does not say about the accounting of 
the balance amount of Rs. 350. It has gone unexplained 
and unaccounted for. This will also support and 
corroborate the misappropriation of Rs. 350 by you. 

You have misused your official position, betrayed 
the trust and confidence reposed in you as Bank 
employee by the customer and misappropriated Rs. 350 
of the customer. Your said acts are detrimental to the 
interests of the Bank and its customers. You have not 
served the Bank honestly and faithfully and thereby 
committed breach of Regulation No. 19 of Tungabhadra 
Gramin Bank (Staff) Service Regulations, 1980 and acts 
of misconduct punishable under Regulation No. 30 (1) 
of Tungabhadra Gramin Bank (Staff) Service Regulations, 
1980. 

CHARGE-ni 

You were working as Clerk at Muslapur branch from 
29.5.97 to 3.7.98. As per the request and authority given 
by the customer Sri Kumarappa, S/o Fakeerappa, R/o 
Chikka Madinal, on 16.2.98 an amount of Rs. 21,000was 
transferred from his SB Account no. 1871 to KDR 111/ 
97-98 of his own depositing for 72 months. However, he 
was not given the said deposit receipt (KDR 111/97-98) 
and it was with the branch. After a few days, when the 
said customer had visited the branch, the Manager was 
not in the branch and on that day, you obtained his 
signatures on some of the documents and papers in blank. 
You did not inform him the purpose of obtaining his 
signatures on the said documents and papers. However, 
he was under the impression that they were required to 
the Bank as he had availed a loan (FML 1/97-98) for 
purchase of a tractor. 

By using aforesaid blank documents and papers 
signed by Sri Kumarappa, you prepared a Value Secured 
Loan papers (VSL 23/98-99) i.e., loan application (F-422) 
and Promote (F-7) for Rs. 17,300/- on 26.6.98 and credited 
the proceeds to his SB account No. 1871. You instructed 
Sri Yankanna, Clerk to prepare transfer slips i.e., debit 
slip of VSL 23/98-99 and credit slip of SB 1871 for 
Rs. 17300/- and accordingly, he prepared withdrawal slip 
No. 788601 of SB account 1871 for Rs 17,300 dated 26.6.98 
and you effected payment though aforesaid loan was not 
sanctioned by the Manager and the said withdrawal slip 
was not passed for payment by him as required under tfie 
guidelines of the Bank. You did not pay the proceeds to the 
Customer but misappropriated the same. The borrower was 
unaware of the said transactions and he came to know you 
alleged foul play only after enquiry by the Manager 
regarding availment of Value Secured Loan by him. 
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The following deviations/irregularities committed 
by you in course of aforesaid dubious transactions will 
also support and corroborate the misappropriation of 
Rsi 17,300/- by you v— 

(1) The loan application (F-422) is prepared by 
you and it was not sanctioned by the 
Manager as required. 

(2) The Pronote (F-7) was filled up by you and i t 
was not witnessed by the Manager as 
required, but it was witnessed by you alone. 

(3) The VSL ledger postings are done by you 
and the entry in the ledger sheet was not 
duly checked and initialed by the Manager 
as required. 

(4) KDR 111/97-98 was discharged by the 
customer, but his signature was not verified 
by the Manager as required. 

(5) The transfer slips i.e., debit and credit slips 
dated 26-06-98 pertaining to VSL 23/98-99 and 
SB 1871 respectively were not signed by the 
customer as required. They also do not bear 
the ledger folio numbers and signature of the 
Manager thereon. 

( 6 ) The withdrawal slip dated 26-06-98 of SB 1871 
for Rs 17,300 was prepared by you, but it 
does not bear “Pay Order” or signature of 
the Manager. Though it was not passed for 
payment you have deliberately effected the 
said payment of Rs. 17,300 and misappro¬ 
priated the same. 

You have thus misused you official position, 
misguided the customer, betrayed the trust and 
confidence reposed in you as Bank employee by the 
customer, violated the systems/procedures and Circular 
guidelines of the Bank and misappropriated Rs. 17,300 
of the customer. These actions of yours are detrimental 
to the interests of the Bank and its customers. You have 
undermined the dignity of your office and brought 
disrepute to the Bank. You have not served the Bank 
honestly and faithfully. 

You have thus acted in contravention to Regulation 
No. 17 and 19 of Tungabhadra Gramin Bank (Staff) 
Service Regulations, 1980 and committed acts of 
missconduct punishable under Regulation No. 30 (1) of 
Tungabhadra Gramin Bank (Staff) Service Regulations, 
1980.” 

3. The first party workman (hereinafter called the 
first party) in his claim statement while challenging the 
Enquiry Proceedings conducted against him as violative 
of principles of natural justice also challenged the Enquiry 
Findings holding him guilty of charges of misconduct of 


perverse and the dismissal order passed against him as 
unjust and illegal. 

4. The Management by its Counter Statement 
asserted and maintained that Domestic Enquiry 
conducted against the first party is fair and proper and in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer are based upon sufficient 
and legal evidence and the dismissal order is legal and 
justified keeping in view the gravity of misconduct 
committed by the first party. 

5. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity and fairness or 
otherwise of the enquiry findings, on 15-9-2004 following 
preliminary issue was framed : 

“Whether the Domestic Enquiry conducted against 

the first party by the second party is fair and 

proper?” 

6. During the course of the said issue the 
management examined Enquiry Officer as MW 1 and got 
marked 6 exhibits at Ex. M-l to Ex. M-6. First party filed 
his affidavit evidence without getting marked any 
documents. After hearing learned counsel for the 
respective parties this tribunal by order dated 21-12-2005 
answered the above said issue in favour of the 
management holding that Domestie Enquiry against the 
first party is fair and proper. Thereupon, I have heard the 
learned counsel for the respective parties on the merits 
of the case. 

7. Now, in the light of the above the question to 
be gone into would be as to whether the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer suffered from perversity and if not 
whether punishment of dismissal passed against the first 
party is proportionate to the gravity of the misconduct 
alleged to have been committed by him. The only relevent 
contention taken by the first party at para 9 of the claim 
statement with regard to the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer is to the effect that on a show cause notice issued 
by the management bank on 28-05-2001 on the Enquiry 
Officer report, he submitted that the Enquiry Officer has 
not considered the arguments put forth by him in his 
defence brief and therefore he requested the Disciplinary 
Authority to consider his arguments and reject the 
findings of the Enquiry Officer. As noted above, it was 
the contention of the management that Enquiry Findings 
are supported by sufficient and legal, oral and 
documentary evidence and therefore they suffered from 
no perversity. 

8. Learned Counsel for the first party in his 
arguments while referring to each of the charge of the 
misconduct levelled against the first party took the court 
through oral testimony of various witnesses examined 
during the course of enquiry and argued that none of the 
charges of the misconduct levelled against the first party 
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have been pfoved. His main contention was that, it is the 
then branch manager examined before the Enquiry Officer 
as MW 1, who was the person responsible for the 
transactions involved in the aforesaid charges of 
misconduct and that first party being a clerk working in 
the bank had acted upon the directions given by manager 
and therefore he cannot be held responsible for 
misconduct alleged to have been committed by him as 
levelled in the charge sheet. 

9. Whereas, the learned counsel for the 
management argued that on each and every charge of 
misconduct levelled against the first party, the customers 
involved have been examined and their testimony has 
been very much corroborated by the documents 
maintained by the bank in the usual course of the 
business. He submitted as many as nine witnesses were 
examined including the branch manager and the victims 
of the transactions involved in the aforesaid charges of 
misconduct. In support of the oral testimony there were 
44 documents were marked and were taken into 
consideration by the Enquiry Officer along with the 9 
documents produced by the first party at Exhibit DE1 to 
DE 9. He also referred to the oral testimony of the 
customers involved in the aforesaid transaction being 
supported by the documentary evidence. He invited the 
attention of this tribunal to the enquiry findings in order 
to suggest that Enquiry Officer has dealt with each and 
every charge of misconduct levelled against the first party 
thread bare and exhaustively referring to the oral 
testimony of the witnesses and the documentary 
evidence and his findings holding the first party as guilty 
of the charges being supported by sufficient and legal *■ 
evidence by no stretch of imagination it can be said to be 
'suffering from perversity. He submitted that the first 
party has not been able to suggest or point out any legal 
or factual defect as to how the findings suffered from 
perversity and his only defence that those transactions 
had taken place under the instructions of the then 
manager was rightly rejected by the Enquiry Officer and 
the Disciplinary Authority as he cannot disown his 
liability throwing the blame upon his Superior Officer. 

10. With regard to the quantum of punishment he 
submitted that punishment of dismissal was 
proportionate in the light of the gravity of misconduct 
committed by the first party. 

11. After having gone through the records, I find 
substance in the arguments advanced for the 
management as far as the proof of the charges levelled 
against the first party. 

12. A perusal of the enquiry findings, as argued 
for the management, will make it abundantly clear that 
the Enquiry Officer has taken lot of care and pain in 
appreciating oral and documentary evidence produced 
by the management in order to. establish charges of 


misconduct levelled against the first party. In this case, 
as noted above, as many as nine witnesses were examined 
by the management and as many as 44 documents were 
marked in support of the charges of misconduct levelled 
against the first party. It can be read from the findings 
that as far as charge No.l was concerned on 
Mr. Hanumappa’s (MW 7) complaint investigation was 
done into the matter and it was found out that the first 
party had informed him about the credit of Rs. 14000 
towards loan proceeds sanctioned to him out of which 
amount Rs. 13000 was supposed to be credited to Raja 
Sab’s (MW 9) SB A/c No. 32, but only a sum of 
Rs. 9500.00 was credited to the account of said Raja Sab 
and balance amount of Rs. 3500.00 was not taken to the 
account of the said Raja Sab by the first party who dealt 
with the transaction in question. Therefore taking into 
consideration the oral testimony of Hanumappa and so 
also of said Raja Sab the Enquiry Officer rightly came 
into the conclusion that the first party utilized the amount 
of Rs. 3500 which was not credited to SB Account 
No. 32 of Sh. ifcaja Sab. 

13. With regard to Charge No. 2, it was brought 
on record that on 09-05-1998 there was withdrawal slip 
made from SB Account No. 1271 of one Basavaraja Killi 
(MW 5) to the extent of Rs. 15000.00 supported by the 
document at Ex ME 30, It was found during the course of 
evidence supported by oral testimony of witness and 
the documents that a sum of Rs. 14650.00 only was 
accounted for to the above said SB Account of 
Basavaraja and sum of Rs. 350.00 remained with the first 
party not being accounted for in the said SB Account or 
in any other account of the said customer which amount 
was the subject matter of above said transaction in favour 
of said Basavarajal. It was well observed by the Enquiry 
Officer that notwithstanding the contentions of the 
defence in this regard particulars of the payment recorded 
on the back of SB withdrawal slip ME 30 (dt. 09-05-1998) 
of the said Basavaraja under the hands of the first party 
Would reveal that a payment of total sum of Rs. 14650.00 
as against the withdrawal of Rs. 15000.00 was recorded 
on the face of thp said withdrawal slip has been very 
much established. There was no proper explanation given 
by the first party with regard to the above said credit nor 
he made good of this money with the bank. Coming to 
the third charge against the first party there is again ample 
oral and documentary evidence to suggest that the first 
party created the transaction by sanctioning the VSL 
account No. 23/98 (ME 41) on 26-06-1998 against the 
KDR No. 111/97 in the name of one Mr. Kumarappa 
examined as MW 2 in the enquiry. It has come on record 
that the above said transaction was not done at the 
instance of MW 2 as could be seen from the connected 
documents as per Exhibit DE 4, debit slip for Rs. 17300.00 
on VSL 23/98 dated 26-06-1998 which does not bear 
signature of the said depositor. It was also brought on 
record that the first party did not bring this transaction 
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to the notice of the depositor at any time and that fact 
was very much deposed by the said witnesses supported 
by the documents maintained by the bank. The defence 
taken by the first party to the effect that on 26.06.1998 
MW 1, the then branch management was very much 
present and the above said transaction did take place to 
his knowledge and he infact made certain noting for his 
own reference was rightly rejected by the Enquiry Officer 
on the ground that the papers concerning to said . 
transaction did not bear the signatures of the manager 
though those papers were supposed to be signed by him 
clearing the said transaction. It is further observed by 
the Enquiry Officer that the defence of the first party 
that the branch manager verified all the relevant records 
does not get support from the very papers of the 
transactions not bearing his signatures. It was rightly 
observed that the first party acted without authority to 
him whether in the presence or in the absence of the 
branch manager. It was also rightly observed that the 
intention of the first party in not bringing those 
transactions to the notice of the manager makes it clear 
that, he wanted to misappropriate the said amount 
belonging to the customer of the bank playing fraud with 
the customer as well as with the bank much less breaching 
the trust reposed in the bank by its clients. 

14. The defence taken by the first party that all the 
aforesaid transactions had taken place by the then 
branch manager or have taken place under his instructions 
and directions was again rightly rejected by the Enquiry 
Officer as well as by the Disciplinary Authority holding 
that I party cannot disown his responsibility and liability 
throwing the blame on his officers when he himself was 
supposed to deal with the transaction honestly and with 
integrity keeping in view the trust reposed in him by the 
bank and the clients of the bank. It was rightly observed 
that the first party’s defence that he was acting under 
the orders of his superiors was not acceptable as he 
himself was not supposed to darry out any unlawful even 
if such an order existed. Therefore, having regard to the 
oral and documentary evidence pressed into service by 
the management on the aforesaid charges leveled against 
the first party which have been very much at length 
discussed and considered by the Enquiry Officer 
bestowing his utmost attention it can never be said that 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer holding him guilty of 
the charges suffered from any perversity. It is neither a 
case of “No Evidence” or the case “No Legal and 
Sufficient Evidence” or that the findings of the Enquiry 
Officer were based upon any hear say evidence or 
extmeous circumstances not supporting the charges 
k" eied against the first party. Therefore, it can be safely 
concluded that first party has miserably failed to 
substantiate the contention that the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer are bad in law suffering from any 
perversity or arbitrariness. In the result, it is to be further 


held that charges of misconduct as leveled against first 
party have been proved by sufficient and legal evidence. 
Now coming to the quantum of punishment, keeping in 
view the gravity of the misconduct committed by the 
first party it cannot be said that the punishment of 
dismissal was harsh or is disproportionate. However, in 
this context it is to be noted that the contention of the 
first party that the then branch manager who was also 
issued with the similar charge sheet on enquiry was held 
guilty of the charges of misconduct by the Disciplinary 
Authority and penalty of dismissal was also imposed 
upon him. However, he has been reinstated in service 
with penalty of Reduction in time scale subsequently. 
This contention of the first party has not been denied by 
the management. Therefore, keeping in view the fact that 
the then branch management though found to be guilty of 
the charges of misconduct, has been reinstated into 
service with minor punishment, the penalty of dismissal 
passed against the first party appears to be'unjust and 
discriminatory in nature. In the result, it appears to me 
that ends of justice will be met if the first party is dealt 
with punishment of compulsory retirement from service 
in place of dismissal order passed against him so as to 
allow him to get his terminal benefits and other service 
benefits provided under the scheme of compulsory 
retirement. Hence, the following award : 

ORDER 

The punishment of dismissal passed against the 
first party is hereby converted into punishment of his 
compulsory retirement from service from the date of the 
passing of the impugned punishment order. No orders to 
costs. 

Reference stands dismissed. No order to cost. 

(Dictated to L D C, transcribed by him, corrected 
and signed by me on 8th September, 2006) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 

15 2006 
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 

S.O. 4110. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
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Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 112/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of ICICI Bank Ltd., and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
15-9-2006. 

[No. L-12012/70/2005-I R(B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE^^CE^^IRALGOVERNMENT 

INDUSTOALTRffiUNALrCUM- 

I^BOURCOUI«;afffiNNAI 

Tuesday, the 13th June, 2006 
Present: K. J AYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 112/2005 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between the 
Management of ICICI Bank Ltd. and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

Sri R. Subbiah Meiyappan : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Branch Manager, : II Party/Mamagement 
ICICI Bank Ltd. 

Ponnamaravathi, 

Pudukottai 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Petitioner : Party in person 

For the Management : M/s. S. Ramasubramaniam 

& Associates, Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-12012/70/2005-IR(B-I) dated 21-10-2005 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of ICICI 
Bank Ltd. in imposing the penalty of dismissal from 
service on Shri R. Subbiah .Meiyappan w.e.f, 
18-9-2002 is legal and justified and proportionate to 
the offence? If not, to what relief he is entitled to and 
from which date ?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on . 
file as I.D. No. 112/2005 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and I Party /Petitioner filed Claim Statement in 
person and II Party/Management entered appeared 
through their advocates and filed Counter Statement. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 


The Petitioner was appointed as a clerk in Bank of 
Madura Ltd. on 15-7-81 at Madurai main branch, where he 
was working for ten years and lastly, he was transferred to 
Ponnamaravathi branch of the Respondent/ ICICI bank. 
Bank of Madura has become ICICI Bank P. Ltd. The 
Petitioner has worked for more than 21 years without any 
charge. While so, the Petitioner was charged by 1st 
Respondent that the Petitioner has misappropriated amount 
of Mrs, M. Annapoorani in the S.B.. Account No.76635. 
The charge is that the Petitioner has taken a sum of 
Rs.16,000 from the S. B. Account No.76635 of Srat. 
Annapoorani without her consent by presenting cheques 
and obtained forged signature of the said 
Mrs. Annapoorani. The enquiry was conducted and he 
was dismissed from service. Against that order, the 
Petitioner preferred an appeal before the 3rd Respondent 
and the same was rejected on 12.12.2002. But the order 
passed by the authorities is against the law and weight of 
evidence and probabilities of the case. The account holder 
namely Smt. Annapoorani has not given any complaint 
against the Petitioner. The Senior Manager of ICICI Bank, 
Ponnamaravathi branch by force and coercion obtained 
the letter dated 5-6-2002 and the said letter was not written 
by the Petitioner, therefore, it is not valid in law. The enquiry 
conducted by the Respondent/Bank is not in a fair and 
proper manner and according to law. The Petitioner was 
not allowed to represent through his representative. The 
alleged cheques were not signed by the Petitioner. Enquiry 
Officer conducted the enquiry in one sided manner and no 
opportunity was given to him to disprove the charges. 
Therefore, the enquiry has become null and void and 
therefore, he prays this Tribunal to set aside the order 
passed by the Respondent/Management and to direct them 
to reinstate him into service with consequential benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the Petitioner has suppressed 
the material facts to this Tribunal. In order to gain uncalled 
sympathy and cause injustice to the Respondent. The 
Petitioner was employed in the erstwhile Bank of Madura 
and in March, 2001 the Bank of Madura merged with 
Respondent/Bank by virtue of which the name was 
changed to ICICI Bank Ltd. The Petitioner lastly served as 
a clerk in Regional Office, Trichy after being transferred 
from Ponnamaravathi branch. During the course of his 
employment, the Petitioner had misappropriated funds of 
Respondent/ Bank customer for which he was issued with 
a charge sheet and a domestic enquiry was duly conducted, 
giving an opportunity to the Petitioner to prove his case. 
The Petitioner repeatedly admitted all the charges 
mentioned in the charge sheet and also did not opt to 
choose to file aqy document. Based on documentary 
evidence and based on the facts that have come in enquiry 
proceedings, the Disciplinary Authority dismissed the 
Petitioner from service of the bank on 20-9-2002. On 
5-6-2002 the customer Smt. Annapoorani came to the branch' 
and handed over passbook with a request to transfer a 
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sum of Rs. 15000 which is lying in her S.B. account to a new 
term deposit account in her name. On verification, it was 
found that there was no adequate balance amount available 
in her account as per pass book and it was also found that 
Smt. Annapoorani has withdrawn the amount of Rs. 6300 
on 3-12-01 and Rs. 5000 on 15-12-01 and Rs. 1900 on 
9-1-2002 by depositing the cheques bearing Nos. 781937, 
781989, 781183 and on further verification, the signature 
found in cheques were mismatching with the specimen 
signature. Similarly, cash remittance in the passbook of 
Smt. Annapoorani were mentioned with initials and not 
credited in the account. On verification of all these materials, 
it was found that the Petitioner forged the signature of 
Smt. Annapoorani and withdrew amounts and simply 
entered in the passbook to show that these amounts had 
been remitted in her account, thus making her belief that 
the amounts handed over by her have been duly credited 
into her account. On enquiry, the Petitioner accepted the 
illegalities and misappropriation committed by him and 
promised to remit the said amounts. He also submitted a 
letter dated 5-6-2002 wherein he admitted the 
misappropriation and informed that he had done the same 
due to financial crisis and he also agreed to repay the same. 
The enquiry was held in a fair and proper manner and the 
Petitioner has admitted the charge levelled against him. 
The Petitioner after having received the copy of documents 
and verified it and gave no reply. He has not produced any 
oral or documentary evidence before the enquiry when he 
was afforded the same. Even after the Enquiry Officer’s 
report and even after the lapse of one month’s time, the 
Petitioner has not submitted any comments on the Enquiry 
Officer’s report. Therefore, Disciplinary Authority passed 
the final order dated 10-9-2002. The Petitioner preferred 
an appeal before Appellate Authority only on the ground 
that he has served under Respondent for 22 years and 
requested to impose some alternate punishment. The 
Petitioner’s act of misappropriation of public money and 
degradation of reputation of Respondent does not warrant 
any sympathy on him. The punishment imposed on the 
Petitioner is appropriate and does not warrant any 
interference by this Tribunal. Irregularities committed by 
the Petitioner are not only serious but also not ignorable in 
nature so much so that it has exposed the bank’s funds as 
well as reputation to unwarranted risk. The Respondent/ 
Bank has lost confidence on the Petitioner and cannot 
retain or reinstate the Petitioner who had misappropriated 
the public funds. Hence, for all these reasons, the 
Respondent prays to dismiss the claim with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(i) “Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in imposing the penalty of 
dismissal frpm service on the Petitioner is legal 
and justified ?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled?” 


Point No. 1: 

6. Even though the matter is pending from 22.11.2005, 
the Petitioner has not appeared before this Court for giving 
evidence till 7-6-2006. In spite of adjourning this matter for 
several hearings for the appearance of the Petitioner as 
well as to conduct the case, the Petitioner never appeared 
before this Court, therefore, he was called absent and set 
ex-parte on 7-6-2006. Though the Petitioner alleged that he 
was not given any opportunity in the domestic enquiry 
and the letter alleged to have been given has not been 
given by him in due course and it was obtained by coercion 
and force, the Petitioner has not established this fact that 
letter dated 5-6-2002 was obtained by the authorities of 
Respondent by coercion and by force. Further, there is no 
evidence in this case to establish this fact. It is the allegation 
of the Respondent that the Petitioner has admitted his guiit 
before the domestic enquiry and the Disciplinary Authority 
after going through the records have imposed the 
punishment. It is the further contention of the Respondent 
that since the. Petitioner has misappropriated the amount 
of customer and since the Respondent/Bank has lost 
confidence on the Petitioner, they cannot retain the 
Petitioner, who had misappropriated [Jie public funds. Under 
such circumstances, it is the bounden duty of the Petitioner 
to establish that he has not misappropriated the alleged 
amount of the customer and the letter dated 5.6.2002 was 
obtained by the bank by coercion. But as I have already 
stated that the Petitioner has not appeared before this-Court 
to establish thus fact. As such, I find this point against the 
Petitioner. 

Point No. 2 : 

The next point to be decided in. this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled ? 

* 

7. In view of my foregoing findings that the action of 
the Respondent/Management is legal and justified, I find 
the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. No Costs. 

8. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 13 June, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Witnesses Examined: 

On either side : None 

Documents Marked : 

On either side : Nil 
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New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 

S.O. 4111.- —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 0 4 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 421/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Southern Railway., and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 15-9-2006. 

[No. L-41012/90/2004-IR (B-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE TOE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Thusday, the 8th June, 2006 
Present: K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
Industrial Dispute No. 421/2004 
(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) and Sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947(14 of 1947), between 
the Management of Southern Railway and their workmen) 
BETWEEN 

Sri Shiya Ram Choufasiya : I Party/Petitioner 

AND 

The Chief Administrative : II Party/Management 
Officer (Constn.), 

Southern Railway, 

Chennai 

APPEARANCE: 

For the Workman : M/s. R. Vaigai & Anna 

Mathew, Advocates 

For the Management ; M/s. G. Kalyan, Advocate 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-41012/90/2004-IR(B-I) dated 08-10-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows : 

“Whether the action of the management of Chief 
Administrative Officer (Construction), Southern 
Railway, in terminating the services of Shri Shiya 
Ram Chourasiya with effect form 31-12-2003 is 
justified ? if not, what relief he is entitled to ?” 


2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as LD.No.421/2004 and notices were issued to both the 
parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows: 

The Petitioner was appointed by the Chief 
Administrative Officer, Chennai as substitute Bungalow 
Lascar by an order dated 17-10-2002 to work in the bungalow 
of Sri G.L. Goel, Deputy Chief Engineer, Construction at 
Trivandrum and he joined duty on30-10-2002. The Petitioner 
worked in the bungalow of Mr. G.L.Goel until 17-10-2003 
and the said officer was transferred and left for Jaipur on 
17-10-2003. Thereafter, the Respondent directed the 
Petitioner to work in the O/O. Chief Administrative Officer, 
Construction, Chennai w.e.f. 4-11-2003. But for the reasons 
best known to the Respondent an order dated 30-12-2003 
was issued by Chief Administrative officers by which the 
services of the Petitioner were terminated w.e.f. 30-12-2003. 
The Petitioner raised a dispute before the labour authorities 
in which the Respondent filed remarks, wherein he has 
stated that the officer namely Mr.G.L.Goel has sent a letter 
to Chief Personnel Officer, Chennai and to Chief Engineer, 
construction. Trivendrum recommending that the services 
of Petitioner should be terminated w. e. f. 17-10-2003, since 
the said officer did not require the services of the Petitioner. 
It was further stated that the Petitioner was unauthorisedly 
absented for a period of 42 days and as per circular dated 
11 -12-2003, since the Petitioner had not completed one year 
of service, he was terminated w.e.f. 30-12-03. But the 
Petitioner has not issued with memo or charge sheet for 
the alleged unauthorised absence. Further, the said officer 
Mr.Goel has kept all the original certificates of the Petitioner 
and he used to threaten the Petitioner from time to time 
stating that he would not return the certificates to him. He 
has also beaten and abused the Petitioner on number of 
occasions and also retained the Petitioners salary and has 
given him only Rs.500/ - and stated that money would be 
given to him whenever he needed. Therefore, he made a 
complaint to higher officials. Further, it is learn by the 
Petitioner that higher official namely the Chief Engineer 
has also advised that the Petitioner’s services should not 
be terminated without following discipline and appeal rules. 
The Respondent has not followed the provisions of Section 
25G and 25H of I. D. Act and also not seek permission 
under Section 25N of the I.D. Act. Hence, the retrenchment 
of the Petitioner is illegal and the termination of the 
Petitioner’s service is arbitrary and unjust. The Petitioner 
is a workman as defined under Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act 
and he is entitled to all rights under I.D. Act. Since the 
impugned termination the case of retrenchment but a 
punitive action, it is illegal and unjust. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner prays that an award may be passed 
holding that the termination of the services of Petitioner 
w.e.f. 30-12-2003 is illegal and consequently dy^ct the 
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Respondent/Management to reinstate him into service with 
continuity of service, back wages and all other attendant 
benefits. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the post of Bungalow Lascar 
(peon) is to do domestic service/work in the residence of 
officer. It is the poste of choice of the officer, on whose 
recommendation; the candidate will be appointed and as 
such it is not governed by normal recruitment rules. Like 
that, the Petitioner was engaged in the residence of Mr. 
G.L. Goel, Deputy Chief Engineer at Trivandrum. The 
services of the Petitioner are purely temporary in nature 
and at any time the Petitioner’s services are liable to be 
terminated from duty within one year of service, if found 
unsatisfactory or if the officer under whom is transferred 
to other railways. Section 2(j) of the I.D. Act under which 
the item industry does not cover domestic service, therefore, 
the Petitioner cannot invoke the provisions of I.D. Act. 
The Petitioner is not a workman as defined under section 
2(s) of the 1.0. Act and cannot invoke the provisions of 
I.D. Act. It is well settled that peons and khalasis are not 
railway employees and their services being contractual in 
nature would be terminated at any time so long as they did 
not acquire temporary status. Further, it is well settled that 
it is not bad or illegal for want of notice before termination. 
Therefore, the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief since 
he is not a railway servant and his services can be 
terminated on the ground of unsatisfactory work without 
holding any departmental enquiry. The officer who engaged 
the Petitioner has been transferred to North Western 
Railway and based on the letter dated 10-11-2003 given by 
Sri G.L. Goel to the department to terminate the services of 
the Petitioner w.e.f. 17-10-2003 and his services were 
terminated w.e.f. 30-12-2003 as per the conditions laid down 
in the appointment order. Therefore, the Petitioner’s service 
has been terminated purely on the basis of the terms of 
contract and his service was not terminated for his 
unauthorised absence or for any other reason. Keeping 
the Petitioner’s salary' and certificate is the personal affairs 
between Sri Goel and the Petitioner and these allegations 
were made only as an afterthought. Since it is termination 
simpliciter, it does not amount to termination for misconduct, 
and hence the Petitioner is not entitled to reinstatement 
and provisions of Sections 25G and 25H of the I.D. Act are 
not applicable to the Petitioner. The allegation with regard 
to issue of charge sheet and holding enquiry is immaterial, 
as the Petitioner is governed by the terms of the contract. 
The termination of the Petitioner did not amount to 
retrenchment. Hence, it does not attract the provisions of 
Section 25G and 25H of the I.D. Act. Hence, for all these 
reasons, the Respondent prays to dismiss the claim of the 
Petitioner. 

5. Again, the Petitioner in his rejoinder alleged that 
he has worked for more than 240 days in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and it is false to allege that 
the employment after 17-10-2003 is only a stop gap 
arrangement or otherwise. The Respondent has stated 
before the Assistant Labour Commissioner (Central) that 
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the Petitioner was unauthorisedly absented for 42 days, 
but now they have stated in the Counter Statement that he 
was terminated only because the officer, with whom the 
Petitioner was employed, was transferred amounts to 
approbating and reprobating and in any way, the 
termination is illegal. The allegation made by the 
Respondent with regard to keeping certificates and salary 
is personal affairs is not sustainable. Hence', for all these 
reasons, the Petitioner prays that an award may be passed 
in his favour. 

6. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the action of the Respondent/ 
Management in terminating the services of 
the Petitioner with effect from 31-12-2003 is 
justified ?” 

(ii) “To what relief the Petitioner is entitled ?” 

Point No. 1:— 

7. The admitted facts in this dispute are that the 
Petitioner was appointed substitute per bungalow lasear 
as per appointment order dated 17-10-2002 under EX. W1 
and he has joined duty on 31-10-2002 under original of EX. 
W2. While so, on 30-12-2003 the termination order was 
issued to him under the original of EX. M3. 

8. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
even though the Petitioner was appointed as temporary 
lasear, no proper domestic enquiry was condueied to prove 
the charges, if any. against the Petitioner. Even though it is 
alleged that he was terminated from service for 
unsatisfactory service, it is not established before any 
domestic Tribunal that the services of Petitioner was 
unsatisfactory, which is in violation natural justice. Since 
the Railway is an industrial establishment for whichthapler 
VB applies and therefore, the conditions precedent lie fore 
retrenchment were not followed. Further, the Petitioner has 
worked for more than 240 days in a continuous period of 12 
months and without following the mandatory provisions, 
the order of termination has been passed, which is illegal, 
void ab initio. 

9. In this case, on the side of the Petitioner, the 
Petitioner was examined as WW I and he has produced 
documents Ex. Wl to W10 and Ex. Wl is the copy of 
appointment order issued to Petitioner, Ex. W2 is the copy 
of letter given by Petitioner on reporting for duty. Ex. W3 is 
the copy of order dated 31-10-2002 fixing the pay scale of 
the Petitioner, Ex. W4 is the copy of order dated 
16-12-2003 posting the Petitioner as Lascar at Chennai, Ex. 
W5 is the copy of termination order dated 30-12-03, Ex. W6 
is the copy of representation dated 7-1-2004 given by the 
Petitioner, Ex. W7 is the 2A petition filed by Petitioner 
before’ conciliation officer and Ex. W8 is the remarks filed 
by Respondent before conciliation officer and Ex. W9 is 
the copy of rejoinder filed by Petitioner dated 7-4-2004 and 
Ex. WIO is the copy of letter sent by Chief Engineer 
(Construction), Southern Railway to Chief Personnel 
Officer which was sent for by the Petitioner hy filing a 
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petition. On the side of the Respondent one Mr. G.S. Kumar, 
Personnel Inspector in the O/o. Chief Administrative 
Construction, Southern Railway was examined as MWI 
and on the side of the Respondent copy of the letter of Mr. 
G. L. Goel to CAO was marked as Ex. Ml. Copy of para 
1502(1) of IREM is marked as Ex. M2. Ex. M3 is copy of 
termination order dated 30-12-2003. Ex. M4 is the copy of 
order of CAT in O. A. No. 228/88. Ex. M5 is the copy of 
order dated 12-2-99 passed by CAT, Principal Bench, New 
Delhi. Ex. M6 is the copy of letter from Mr. G.L. Goel to 
CAO, Ex. M7 is the copy of representation given by 
Petitioner to Divisional Personnel Officer, Trivendrum. 

10. Learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
tHit appointment of bungalow Iascar is not governed by 
normal recruitment rules. The Petitioner was engaged in 
the residence of Sri G.L. Goel, Deputy Chief Engineer, 
Trivendrum and his services in the post is purely temporary 
in nature and at any time the Petitioner’s services are liable 
to be discharged from duty within one year of service from 
the date of engagement without assigning any reasons, if 
found unsatisfactory or the officer under whom is 
transferred to other railways as per Ex. Ml. Since the 
services of the Petitioner is not of permanent in nature and 
it can be dispensed with subject to compliance of statutory 
or contractual requirement and his status is not higher 
than that of a temporary workman or a probationer. Since 
the Petitioner was appointed as per order Ex. W1 which is 
a contractual one, as per the appointment order, his services 
can be terminated and he cannot claim regularisation. 
Further, he has argued that the Petitioner’s appointment 
made in violation of statute and in particular, ignoring the 
minimum educational qualification and other essential 
qualification, the same is illegal and such illegality cannot 
be cured by taking recourse to regularisation. It is his further 
argument that completion of240days of continuous service 
of one year may not by itself a ground for directing an 
order of regularisation. It is also not the case of the Petitioner 
that he was appointed in accordance with rules and 
regulations and therefore, he is not entitled to any relief 
claimed by him. In this case, the Petitioner has not performed 
his duties to the satisfaction of the officer, and as per the 
terms and conditions of Ex. Wl, he was discharged. It is 
his further argument that the Respondent Management is 
not an industry and the Petitioner is not a workman as 
defined under Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act and therefore, 
he cannot invoke provisions of I. D. Act. Further, the 
Supreme.Court and High Courts have held that in the case 
of probationer or a temporary employee, who has no right 
to the post, such a termination of service is valid and does 
not attract provisions of Article 311 of Constitution and 
they can be discharged in terms of their contract. Therefore, 
on any count, the Petitioner is not entitled to any relief. 

11. But, as against this, die learned counsel for the 
Petitioner argued that the contention that Railways is not 
an industry and the Petitioner is not entitled to arty relief 
under the provisions of I. D. Act is without any basis. It is ■ 


well settled by the Supreme Court even in AIR 1964.SC 737 
M/s. J. K. COTTON SPINNING & WEAVING MILLS CO. 
LTD. Vs. LABOUR APPELLATE TRIBUNAL. OF INDIA, 
wherein Three Members Bench of Supreme Court has held 
that “ Section 2(s) of the I.D. Act mentions ‘persons 
employed in any industry’ and this expression cannot be 
construed literally and it includes persons employed in 
operations incidental to main industry and therefore, the 
Malis engaged or looking after the gardens of any industrial 
concern are workmen under Section 2(s) of the Act. Since 
the Malis must be held to be engaged in operations which 
are incidentally connected with main industry carssied on 
by the mills and were therefore, workmen within section 
2(s) ad Section 2 of U.P . Industrial Disputes Act.” She 
further contended that in rulings reported in 2000 (3) SCC 
239 V.P. AHUJAVs. STATE OF PUNJAB AND OTHERS, 
the Supreme Court has held that “ probationer like a 
temporary servant is also entitled to certain protection 
and his services cannot be terminated arbitrarily or 
punitively without complying with the principles of natural 
justice, invoking terms and conditions of his appointment 
which permitted termination without notice. ” Learned 
counsel for the Petitioner contended that in that case 
appellant Mr. Ahuja was appointed as Chief Executive in 
the establishment of Punjab Co-operative Cotton Marketing 
& Spinning Mills Federation Ltd. and one of the terms of 
his appointment was that he would be on probation for a 
period of two years, which could be extended further at the 
discretion of management and it further provided that during 
the probation period, management shall have right to 
terminate his services without notice and his services were 
terminated by an order dated 2-12-98 and questioning the 
order, the Supreme Court has held as above that termination 
of service without following principles of natural justice is 
not valid in law. Further, it held that "a probationer like a 
temporary servant is also entitled to certain protection 
and his services cannot be terminated arbitrarily nor can 
those services be terminated in a punitive manner without 
complying with principles of natural justice. ” In this case, 
it is admitted that the Petitioner was employed as a 
temporary bungalow Iascar. Even assuming for argument 
sake that his services can be terminated, it cannot be done 
without, following principles of natural justice by ordering 
domestic enquiry. Learned counsel for the Petitioner argued 
that in this case, it is alleged that services of the Petitioner 
were not satisfactory to his superior namely Mr. G. L. Goel, 
but it was not established before this Tribunal, that as to 
how his services were not satisfactory to his superiors. It 
is admitted by MWI that no memo was issued to the 
Petitioner for his alleged unsatisfactory service. Under such 
circumstances, the order of termination issued by the 
Respondent/Management is not valid in law. Further, in 
this case, even though it is alleged that within one year, the 
Petitioner’s services can be terminated without any notice, 
but the termination notice was issued only after one year, 
therefore, on that ground also, it is not valid in law. It is her 
further contention that even assuming for argument sake 
that the Petitioner has received retrenchment compensation 
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in a ruling reported in 2000 3 SCC 588 NAR SINGH PAL Vs. 
UNION OF INDIA AND OTHERS, the Supreme Court has 
held 'that “ acceptance of retrenchment compensation by 
the employee could not validate such order of termination 
and the termination of service on the ground of assaulting 
the gateman without holding regular enquiry is not 
valid. ” Learned counsel for the Petitioner further 
contended that in 1992 I LLN 150 K. RAJENDRAN Vs. 
DIRECTOR (PERSONNEL) PROJECT & EQUIPMENT 
CORPORATION OF INDIALTD., NEW DELHI wherein 
the Madras High Court has that "where an employee was 
employed as messenger and on the ground of non-renewal 
of contract even though work for which he was employed 
continued to exist is a termination and further held in 
such cases, employer cannot use terms of employment as a 
device to take it out of sub-clause (bb) of Section 2(00) 
and termination on such grounds is retrenchment within 
the meaning of Section 2(00)” Learned counsel for the 
Petitioner further contended that even the Central 
Administrative Tribunal, Madras in 199014 ATC106 C.R. 
HARIHARAN Vs. CHIEF PERSONNEL OFFICER AND 
OTHERS held that “ substitute bungalow las car/peon 
terminated from service without giving any sufficient 
notice is not valid ” and further held that "he is a workman 
and termination service amounts to retrenchment and 
such order of termination is invalid " Therefore, in this 
case, the Petitioner was terminated without any enquiry or 
without giving any opportunity. Under such circumstances, 
the order of termination is illegal. 

12. But, again, learned counsel for the Respondent 
contended that in 2005 2 LLN 952 MANAGER, RESERVE 
BANK OF INDIA Vs. S. MANI AND OTHERS wherein 
Three Members Bench of Supreme Court has held that 
“Ticca Mazdoors namely workmen engaged intermittently 
being not permanent in nature can be dispensed with 
subject to compliance of statutory or contractual 
requirements. ” In this case as per Ex.Wl since the 
Petitioners’ service was not satisfactory, he has been 
terminated from service and it cannot be said as illegal. It is 
also the contention of the learned counsel for the 
Respondent that it is well settled that appointment made in 
violation of mandatory provisions, of statute and 
particularly, ignoring the minimum educational qualification 
and other essential qualification would be wholly illegal. 
Since the Petitioner was engaged as bungalow lascar which 
is made in violation of mandatory provisions, he cannot 
claim any benefits. Learned counsel for the Respondent 
further contended that in 2005 II LLN 526 G. GANESAN 
AND OTHERS Vs. GOVT. OF TAMIL NADU, HOUSING 
AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT, wherein 
the Division Bench of Madras High Court has held that 
“daily wagers requirements of regularisation depends 
on service rules and there is no right to get it unless it is 
provided for in the rules and the appellants being 
temporary appointees have no right to continue in 
service” and it further held that ‘‘appointments de hors 
rules are invalid as they violated public policy as well as 


Article 16 of Constitution of India. ” Learned counsel for 
the Respondent further relied on the rulings reported in 
2004 4 LLN 8 K UMARANI Vs. REGISTRAR OF CO¬ 
OPERATIVE SOCIETY AND OTHERS. Relying on this 
judgement, learned counsel for the Respondent contended 
that the Supreme Court in this case has held that 
“Regularisation, in. our considered opinion, is not and 
cannot be the mode of, recruitment by any State within 
the meaning of Article 12 of the Constitution of India or 
anybody or authority governed by a Statutory Act or the 
rules framed thereunder. It is also well settled that an 
appointment made in violation of mandatory position of 
the statue and in particular ignoring minimum educational 
qualification and other essential qualifications would be 
wholly illegal and such illegality, cannot be cured by 
taking recourse to regularisation. " Learned counsel for 
the Respondent further relied on the rulings reported in 
2004(4) LLN 744EXECUTIVE ENGINEER, P. ENGINEERING 
DIVISION AND ANOTHER Vs. DIGAMBARA RAO in 
which the Supreme Court has held that “it may not be out 
of place to mention that completion of 240 days of 
continuous service in a year may not by itself be a ground 
for directing an order of regularisation. ” It is his further 
contention that in this case since the officer who engaged 
him Mr. G. L. Goel has been transferred and further the said 
officer who has requested the administration under EX.M6 
to transfer the Petitioner along with him and since there is 
no provision to transfer the Petitioner, his request was 
rejected and the Petitioner’s service was terminated as per 
the terms of the contract. No doubt, the Petitioner alleged 
that the officer has retained the certificates and has also 
not paid salary. But, these allegations have not been 
brought to the notice of the Respondent/Management 
immediately and therefore, it is only an afterthought and 
these allegations were made only to create sympathy in 
the minds of this Court. Learned counsel for the 
Respondent further contended that Central Administrative 
Tribunal, Principal Bench has held that “as a general 
principle, it cannot be laid down after putting 120 days 
of continuous service, a bungalow peon requires 
temporary status also does not arise for reason given in 
the previous paragraph of the judgement. He acquires 
temporary status on completion of such a period of 
continuous service as may be prescribed by the General 
Manager of railways under which he works and which is 
current on the date of his employment as a Bungalow 
peon. ” In this case, no doubt, the concerned employee 
has written a letter to the Chief Personnel Officer that the 
Petitioner has completed 120 days and he attained the 
temporary status, but on that ground, we cannot take it as 
he acquired the temporary status and it cannot be argued 
that his services cannot be terminated without following 
disciplinary rules. He further relied on the rulings reported 
in 2005 2 LLN 526 G. GANESAN Vs. SECRETARY, GOVT. 
OF TAMIL NADU wherein the Madras High Court has held 
that " regularisation depends on service rules and there is 
no right to get it unless it is provided for in the rules/' In 
this case, since the Petitioner was appointed on contractual 
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basis and since within the contractual period, he has been 
terminated, it cannot be questioned before this Tribunal and 
as such, the Petitioner not entitled to any relief. 

13. No doubt, the arguments advanced by the learned 
counsel for the Respondent has some force, but I find 
there is no point In the contention because even assuming 
for argument sake that the Petitioner is a temporary servant, 
but without giving an opportunity to the Petitioner about 
his unsatisfactory service, the Respondent cannot 
terminate the services of the Petitioner. Though the learned 
counsel for the Respondent relied on the rulings of Supreme 
Court, High Court, those rulings are with regard to 
regularisation of temporary employees. But, in this case, 
the Petitioner has not claimed for regularisation, on the 
other hand, in this case, we have to see whether the order 
of termination passed by the Respondent/ Management is 
just and legal. Since the Petitioner has established the fact 
that he has worked for more than 240 days in a continuous 
period of 12 calendar months and since the Petitioner has 
established that no domestic enquiry was held against his 
alleged unsatisfactory work, I find the order of termination 
passed by the Respondent is not valid. Further, in this 
case, the letter sent by Chief Engineer (Construction) to 
Chief Personnel-Officer is to be looked into in which he has 
dearly stated that the Petitioner has made a representation 
which contains serious allegations against Sri G.L.Goel and 
the Petitioner alleged-that he has not been given rest even 
on Sundays and was made to work for 24 hours and further 
stated that he was beaten and abused on number of 
occasions and he was paid only Ks.500 per month out of 
his salary and the balance amount was kept by Mr.Goel 
and that money would be given to him if he needed. But 
the Petitioner alleged that he refused to ,ake Petitioner 
along with him when he was transferred to Jaipur. It is 
further stated in that let!?.: mat Mr. Goel took entirely a 
different stand and wanted the services of the Petitioner to 
be terminated retrospectively from 17-10-2003 and the Chief 
Engineer advised that without following discipline and 
appeal rules, the services of the Petitioner cannot be 
terminated and under such circumstances, I find this point 
against the Respondent. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

14. In view of my foregoing findings that the order of 
terminating the services of Petitioner is not justified, I find 
the Petitioner is entitled to the relief of reinstatement. 
Therefore, I direct the Respondent to reinstate the Petitioner 
into service and he is entitled to all other attendant benefits. 
With regard to back wages, I find the Petitioner is entitled 
to only fifty percent of the back wages and this will meet 
the ends of justice. No Costs. 

15. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P. A, transcribed and typed by him, 

corrected apd pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 8th June, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 
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Witnesses Examined: 

For the Petitioner : WW1 Sri Shiya RamChourssiya 
For the Respondent : MWISriG. S. Kumar 
Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party/Claimant: 


EjlNo. 

Date 

Description 

W1 

17-1002 

Xerox copy of the 
appointment order issued to 
Petitioner 

W2 

31-1002 

Xerox copy of the letter of 
Petitioner on reporting for 
duty 

W3 

31-1002 

Xerox copy of the order 
fixing pay scale of Petitioner 

W4 

16-1203 

Xerox copy of the order 
posting the Petitioner to 
work as Lascar at Chennai 

W5 

30-1203 

Xerox copy of the 
termination order 

W6 

070104 

Xerox copy of the 
representation of the 
Petitioner 

W7 

110204 

Xerox copy of the 2A 
petition filed by Petitioner 

W8 

300304 

l 

Xerox copy of the remarks 
filed by Respondent 

W9 

070404 ! 

I 

Xerox copy of the rejoinder 
filed by Petitioner 

W10 

04-1203 

Xerox copy of the office 
correspondence regarding 
Complaint of the Petitioner 

For the II Party/Management 

:— 

Ex.No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

10-1103 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
G. L. Goel to CAO 

M2 

Nil 

Xerox copy of the para 
1502(1) of IREM 

M3 

30-1203 i 

Xerox copy of the 
termination order 

M4 

2401-88 

Xerox copy of the order in 
O. A. No.228/88 

M5 

1202-99 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Central Administrative 
Tribunal Principal Bench, 
New Delhi. 

M6 

220903 

j 

Xemx copy of the inter office 
correspondence regar¬ 
ding Transfer of bungalow 
peon attached to Dy. CE/ 
CN/TVC 

M7 

22-1003 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Respondent 


3188G1/2006—11 
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[U W-12012/114/2004-3Tlf SfR(^-I)] 
3T5RT tgRR, SlftRFRt 

New Delhi, the 15th September, 2006 

S.O. 4112.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 409/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Chennai now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of State Bank of India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
15-9-2006. 


Appearance: 

For the Petitioners : Mr. R. Arumugam, Advocate 

For the Management : M/s. P. D. Audikesavalu, 
Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide 
Order No.L-12012/114/2004-LR(B-I) dated 20-08-2004 has 
referred the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The 
Schedule mentioned dispute is as follows :— 

“Whether the dismissal of Shri M. Sambandam by 
the management of State Bank of India is legal and 
justified? If not to what relief the workman is entitled?” 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
File as I.D. No. 409/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance through 
their advocates and filed their Claim Statement and Counter 
Statement respectively. After filing of the Claim Statement, 
the 1 st Petitioner namely Sambandam died and LRs of 1 st 
Petitioner namely Petitioners 2 to 7 are impleaded and they 
have filed a separate claim statement. 


[No.L-12012/114/2004TR (B—I)] 
AJAY KUMAR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Friday, the 9th June, 2006 

Present : K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 409/2004 

[In the matter of the disput&for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), between the 
Management of State Bank of India and their workmen] 

BETWEEN 


1. M. Sambandam (deceased) 

2. Susila (deceased) ‘x 

3. Y. Malathi 

4. Y. Manjuia 

5. S. Karunanidhi 

6. K. Anjugam 

7. M Oovuidammal J 


: I Party/Petitioners 

They are impleaded as 
Petitioners vide I.A. 

Order No. 202/2005 
dt. 17-06-2005 of this 
Tribunal 


AND 


The Chief General Manager, : II Party/Management 

State Bank of India, Chennai. 


3. The allegations of the Petitioners in the Claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

The 1st Petitioner died on 29-10-2004 leaving 
Petitioners 2 to 7 as his legal heirs. The 1st Petitioner was 
appointed as part time messenger-cum-watchman in the 
services of Respondent/Bank at Papanasam branch on 
14-7-1971 and subsequently, he was confirmed and 
promoted to clerical cadre w.e.f. 1 -4-1982. The 1 st Petitioner 
had put in altogether around 30 years of service. While so, 
he was placed under suspension for certain alleged lapses 
on 20-4-2000. Subsequently, he was called for explanation 
and even before that he has admitted the lapses and also 
made good the loss sustained by the bank. Two charges 
were framed against him alleging that he had 
misappropriated the total sum of Rs. 35,393. An enquiry 
was conducted by the Respondent/Management and in 
that enquiry, the Enquiry Officer ultimately found that the 
charges framed against the 1 st Petitioner were proved and 
established. After following the procedure, the Disciplinary 
Authority has imposed the punishment of dismissal without 
notice by his order dated 28-1-2002. The 1st Petitioner 
preferred an appeal before the Appellate Authority and 
Appellate Authority rejected his appeal on 11-11-2002. 
While proposing and confirming the punishment of 
dismissal without notice, the Disciplinary Authority has 
not considered the 1st Petitioner’s past record for more 
than 30 years, which was unblemished. The order of 
Appellate Authority indicates his bias towards him and 
his conclusions were not based on evidence on record. No 
evidence or material was produced and the charges in 
question were not proved, though the 1st Petitioner has 
admitted the same. The punishment awarded to 1st 
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Petitioner is not only excessive but also to disproportionate 
to the reported lapses. The Disciplinary Authority failed to 
discuss the charges individually and imposed separate 
punishment for each charge. For similar nature of lapses, 
the Respondent has awarded lesser punishment of 
discharge from service. The 1st Petitioner was totally sick 
and bed ridden at the time of enquiry and due to heart 
malfunction, failing vision and chronic advanced filariasis 
and hypertension he died. Therefore, this is the fit case to 
invoke Section 11A of the Act for imposing lesser 
punishment to save his family. Hence, the Petitioners 2 to 7 
prays for an award modifying the dismissal order and direct 
the Respondent/Bank to pay compensation. 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that 1st Petitioner while he was 
working as cashier in Papanasam branch of Respondent/ 
Bank during October, 1999 to April, 2000, he received 
amounts aggregating to Rs. 35,393 in 29 instances at cash 
receipt counter from various Govt, departments for credit 
of Govt, account and issued remitter’s copies of challan 
branded with cash received stamp signed by him and 
assigned fictitious serial numbers but failed to account for 
the amounts so received by cash receipt scroll and 
destroyed the duplicate and triplicate copies of challans 
and thereby misappropriated the said amounts. After 
knowing this fact, the Disciplinary Authority placed the 
Petitioner under suspension pending enquiry and 
subsequently, called for explanation. In reply to the 
proceedings, the 1st Petitioner admitted the aforesaid 
lapses/irregularities pointed out and he has stated that he 
has committed the same to tide over temporary financial 
crisis and pleaded for lesser penalty. After that the 
Disciplinary Authority issued charge sheet on the 1st 
Petitioner, for which he did not submit any explanation and 
therefore, enquiry was ordered. During the enquiry, the 
Petitioner once again admitted the charges and sought for 
minimum punishment and his defence representative also 
stated that there was no need to examine any other witness 
as the Petitioner himself has admitted the charges. On 
considering the gravity of misconduct proved supported by 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer, Disciplinary Authority by 
his proceedings dated 18-12-2001 proposed to impose the 
punishment of dismissal without notice and after following 
the procedure. Disciplinary Authority imposed the punishment 
of dismissal without any notice and the Petitioner preferred 
an appeal against that order which was also rejected by the 
Appellate Authority and confirmed the punishment of 
dismissal without any notice. The Petitioner’s allegation 
against the Appellate Authority is palpably false, imaginary, 
vague and bereft of any detail. It is well settled that it is not 
obligatory for the management to examine witnesses during 
enquiry in support of charges that have been admitted by the 
delinquent employee himself. The penalty of dismissal imposed 
upon the 1st Petitioner is commensurate with the gravity of 
misconduct committed by him which has been 


established by the unimpeachable evidence. It is well 
settled that while dealing with scope of interference by the 
Labour Court under Section 11A of the I.D. Act on penalty 
imposed by the employer that when a workman is charged 
for a serious misconduct, one cannot go by the number of 
years of service put in by workman or by his age or by his 
marital status, and leniency can depend only on the nature 
of misconduct alleged against the workman concerned. 
Further, it was also held in number of decisions that where 
the misconduct of delinquent is grave, the absence of any 
penalty during his earlier period of service by itself would 
not constitute a sufficient basis for holding that the penalty 
is not In accordance with laW. Further, the Supreme Court 
and High Court have held in number Of cases that proved 
misappropriation may be for a small or large amount, a 
necessary consequence will be that the management has 
lost confidence that the workman would truthfully and 
faithfully carry on his duties and there is no question of 
considering past record or showing uncalled for sympathy 
and reinstating an employee in service. It is well settled 
that Labour Court cannot substitute the penalty imposed 
by the employer in such cases in the purported exercise of 
its power under Section 11A of the Act. Hence, for all 
these reasons, the Respondent prays that the claim of the 
Petitioner may be dismissed with costs. 

5. In these circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are 

(0 “Whether the dismissal of the 1st Petitioner 
from service by the Respondent' Management 
is legal and justified?” 

(ii) “To what reiief the Petitioners 3 to 7 is 
entitled?” t 

Point No. 1:— 

6. In this case, the 1st Petitioner was working as a 
clerk in Respondent/Bank at JPapanasam branch has been 
charge-sheeted on the charge of misappropriation to the 
tune of Rs. 35,393, which was admitted by the 1st Petitioner 
and the punishment of dismissal from service without 
notice was passed by the Disciplinary Authority. Even the 
1st Petitioner in his Claim Statement has claimed that his 
case can be considered under Section 11A of the I.D. Act 
for lesser punishment to save him and his family. After 
filing of the Claim Statement, the 1st Petitioner died and the 
Petitioners 2 to 7 were impleaded as LRs of the 1st Petitioner. 
Even after that the 2nd Petitipner namely wife of the 1st 
Petitioner also died. Now the Petitioners 3 to 7 who are 
daughters and son of Petitioners 1 and 2 have adopted the 
same Claim Statement of the 1st Petitioner and they pray 
for compensation. 

7. Learned counsel for the Petitioner contended that 
the 1st Petitioner was employed in Respondent/Bank from 
the year 1971 and he had pdt in more than 33 years of 
unblemished record of service. The father of the Petitioners 
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3 to 7 had accepted the charge of misappropriation and 
also had paid the amount and he has admitted that he has 
done the irregularities only due to his weaker moments to 
tide over the financial crisis and pleaded for lesser penalty. 
On the other hand, the Respondent/Management has 
imposed the maximum punishment of dismissal from service 
without notice. Any way, the Respondent/Management 
has not considered the past records of 32 years of 
unblemished service. Even though the 1st Petitioner 
admitted the reported lapses and made good the loss 
sustained by the Respondent Bank, the punishment 
awarded to him is excessive and also disproportionate to 
the reported lapses. The 1st Petitioner while he was alive, 
was totally sick and bed ridden due to heart valve 
malfunction, failing vision and chronic advanced filariasis 
and hypertension and chronic hemiplegia of right side for 
several years and he was almost in deathbed and finally 
died on 29-10-2004. Learned counsel for the Petitioner 
argued that this is a rarest of rare case to interfere with the 
punishment under the provisions of Section 11A of the 
I.D. Act and to modify the punishment and direct the 
Respondent to pay compensation to the poor legal heirs. 
He also relied on the rulings reported in 2004 2 LLN 290 
RAJ GOT MANUFACTURING CORPORATION V/s. 
RUTHAIWAKELA wherein the Gujarat High Court while 
considering the scope of Section 11A held that “ once 
illegality and validity of departmental enquiry is admitted 
by workmen, the Labour Court is competent enough to 
exercise powers under Section 11A and while exercising 
such powers, Labour Court is competent enough to 
consider whether the Disciplinary Authority is justified 
in imposing harsh punishment of removal on the 
Petitioner. In that case, the management corporation the 
removed Respondent!workman from service as he 
remained absent without prior permission and medical 
certificate produced by him was found to be false. The 
High Court has also considered 30 years records of service 
and the fact that he might have retired during the pendency 
ofproceedings and Labour Court ’s decision was justified 
in setting aside the impugned order of termination and 
granting reinstatement with continuity of service with 
60% of back wages. ” Relying on the decision, learned 
counsel for the Petitioner argued that, it is a fit case for 
invoking provisions of Section 11A of the I.D. Act. 

8. As against this, learned counsel for the 
Respondent contended that there is absolutely no 
justification for the Petitioner to crave for indulgence of 
this Tribunal under the pretext of invoking benevolent 
powers, under Section 11A of I. D. Act for granting any 
monetary compensation and releasing the terminal benefits 
of the 1st Petitioner which stand forfeited. He further relied 
on the rulings reported in 1980 1 LLJ 425 SRI 
GOPALAKRISHNAN MILLS PVT. LTD. V/s. LABOUR 
COURT wherein the Division Bench of the High Court has 
held that " when a workman is charged for serious 


misconduct one cannot go by number of years of service 
put in by workman or by his age by his marital status and 
leniency can depend only on the nature of misconduct 
alleged against the concerned workman. ” He further 
contended that even in 19921 LLJ 194 MANAGEMENT 
OF CATHOLIC SYRIAN BANK LTD. Vs. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL, MADRAS the High Court has held that 
“where misconduct of delinquent employee is grave, the 
absence of any penalty during his earlier period of service, 
by itself would not constitute a sufficient basis for holding 

that penalty is not in accordance with law. . It was 

not the case of the 2nd Respondent workmen that he had 
performed meritoriously during his earlier service. The 
best that can be assumed is that he had not suffered any 
penalty earlier. But that by itself is not sufficient to hold 
that the order of dismissal could not have been passed, if 
that particular fact has been taken into account. The 
reference to the past record of service in the Bipartite 
Settlement by the counsel is not meant to be a trap to 
render ineffective, order of termination passed as a 
consequence of grave misconduct having been proved ” 
He further argued that subsequent death of the 1st Petitioner 
during the pendency of this industrial dispute cannot by 
any stretch of imagination, clothe the 2nd to 7th 
Respondents who have been brought on record only as 
his legal representatives to continue the proceedings with 
any improved right by moulding relief through misplaced 
sympathy or otherwise which the deceased 1st Petitioner 
himself could not have or claim had he been alive, as now 
sought by the Petitioners. Learned counsel for the 
Respondent further relied on the rulings reported in 1973 1 
SCC 813 THE WORKMEN OF FIRESTONE TYRE & 
RUBBER COMPANY LTD. Vs. MANAGEMENT in which 
the Supreme Court has held that once the misconduct is 
proved, the Tribunal has to sustain the order of 
punishment, unless it was harsh indicating victimisation. ” 
He further relied on the rulings reported in 1987 4 SCC 691 
CHRISTIAN MEDICAL COLLEGE HOSPITAL 
EMPLOYEES’ UNION Vs. CHRISTIAN MEDICAL 
COLLEGE VELLORE ASSOCIATION wherein the Supreme 
Court has held that “Section 11A cannot be considered as 
conferring an arbitrary power on the Industrial Tribunal 
or Labour Court. " He also relied on the rulings reported 
in 2004 8 SCC 218 REGIONAL MANAGER, RAJASTHAN 
STATE ROAD TRANSPORT CORPORATION Vs. 
SOHAN LAL wherein the Supreme Court has held that “ it 
is not normal jurisdiction of superior courts to interfere 
with the quantum of sentence unless it is wholly 
disproportionate to the misconduct p/oved. ’’ He also 
relied on the rulings reported in 2005 2 SCC 481 BHARAT 
HEAVY ELECTRICALS LTD. Vs. M. CHANDRASEKHAR 
REDDY wherein, the Supreme Court has held that “Labour 
Court has itself come to the conclusion that the 
management has lost confidence in the Respondent. If 
that be the case, the question of it exercising its jurisdiction 
under Section 11A to alter or reduce the punishment does 
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not arise. That apart the reasons given by Labour Court 
to reduce the penalty are reasons which are not sufficient 
for the purpose of reducing the sentence by using its 
discretionary power. " He also relied on the rulings reported 
in 2005 2 SCC 489 BHARAT FORGE CO. LTD., 
Vs. UTTAM MANOHAR NAKATE wherein the Apex 
Court has held that "Industrial Courts would not sit in 
appeal over the decision of employer unless there exists a 
statutory provision in this behalf. Although the 
jurisdiction is wide but the same must be applied in terms 
of provisions of statute and no other. If the punishment is 
harsh, albeit a lesser punishment may be imposed, but 
such an order cannot be passed on an irrational or 
extraneous factor and certainly not on a compassionate 
ground ” He further relied on the rulings 2005 7 SCC 338 V. 
RAMANA Vs. APSRTC, wherein the Supreme Court has 
held that “unless the punishment imposed by the 
Disciplinary Authority is shocks the conscience of the 
Court/Tribunal, there is no scope for interference. " He 
further contended that it is well settled that though under 
Section 11 A, the Tribunal has power to reduce quantum of 
punishment, it has to be done within the parameters of law. 
Possession of power itself is not sufficient and it has to be 
exercised in accordance with law. Learned counsel for the 
Respondent further contended that in this case, the 1st 
Petitioner has admitted the misconduct that he has 
appropriated the amount of Rs. 35,393/ - and it cannot be 
said that it is a minor misconduct. He further contended 
that misappropriation may be for a small or large amount, 
the necessary consequence will be that Respondent/ 
Management has lost confidence that workman would 
truthfully and faithfully carry on his duties, hence, there is 
no question of considering past record or showing uncalled 
for sympathy and for reinstatement of employee or 
compensation as claimed by the Petitioners 3 to 7. Under 
such circumstances, he prays to reject the claim of the 
Petitioner. 

9. I find much force in the contention of the learned 
counsel for the Respondent. In this case, though the learned 
counsel for the Petitioners alleged that the amount has 
been paid by the 1st Petitioner as he has pleaded guilty 
and also pleaded for lesser punishment. But, since the 
misappropriation is a grave offence and since the 
Respondent/Management has lost confidence in the 1st 
Petitioner, it cannot be said that this Tribunal can take 
lenient view on the punishment imposed on the 1st 
Petitioner. Therefore, I find this point against the Petitioners. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioners 3 to 7 are entitled? 

10. In view of my foregoing findings that the dismissal 
of the 1st Petitioner from service by the Respondent/ 
Management is legal and justified, I find the Petitioners 
3 to 7 are not entitled to any relief. 


(Dictated to the P.A transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 9th June, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined: — 

For the Petitioner : WW1 Mr. S. Karunanidhi 

For the Respondent : None 


Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party / Petitioner:— 


ExJNo. 

Date 

Description 

Wl 

20-04-00 

Xerox copy of the suspension 
order. 

W2 

28-06-00 

Xerox copy of the memo 
issued to Petitioner. 

W3 

22-07-00 

Xerox copy of the explanation 
submitted by Petitioner. 

W4 

31-1000 

Xerox copy of the charge sheet. 

W5 

180401 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
proceedings . 

W6 

30070 

Xerox copy of the enquiry 
finding. 

W7 

280102 

Xerox copy of the dismissal 
order. 

W8 

11-1102 

Xerox copy of the order of 
Appellate Authority. 

For the n Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

Ml 

18-1001 

Xerox copy of 
the representation of the 
Petitioner on Enquiry 
findings. 

M2 

200602 

Xerox copy of the 
proceedings of personal 
hearing before Appellate 
Authority. 

M3 

200602 

Xerox copy of the 
representation given by 
Petitioner to Appellate 
Authority during personal 
hearing. 

M4 

030502 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Appellate 
Authority. 
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Ex. No. 

Date 

Description 

M5 

04-03-02 

Xerox copy of the 
appeal prefered by Petitioner. 

M6 

21-01-02 

Xerox copy of the 
proceedings of personal 
hearing. 

M7 

21-01-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Petitioner to Disciplinary 
Authority. 
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[R. ^T-22012/109/1996-3TTf 3TR(^ft-II)] 
3^PT ^ITR i^7 3rf^FTRt 

New Delhi, the 21st September, 2006 

S.O. 4113.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 145/ 
1997) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Jabalpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of SECL and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/109/1996-1R (C-1I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL - 
CUM-LABOUR COURT, JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/145/97 

Presiding Officer: SHRIC M. SINGH 

Shri Dilip Kumar and 17 Others, 

Shri Jagdish Singh, General Secretary, 

Koyla Mazdoor Sabha (UTUC), 

PO: Dhanpuri, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Chachai Sub Area, SECL 

PO Amlai, Distt. Shahdol (MP) Management 


AWARD 

Passed on this 13th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. 1^22012/109/96-IR (C-II) dated 20-5-97 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Sohagpur 
Area of SECL in deducting Rs. 500 per month as 
penal rent from December, 93 to August, 94 from the 
salaries of Sh. Dilip Kumar and 17 others (List 
enclosed) is legal and justified? If not, to what relief 
are the concerned workman entitled?” 

2. After the reference order was received, it was duly 
registered on 27-5-97 and notices were issued to the parties 
for fifing their statements of claim. The order dated 1-8-05 
of this reference proceeding reveals that inspite of sufficient 
service of notice on workman/union, no one put in 
appearance on behalf of workmen/union. Therefore, it was 
ordered that the case shall proceed exparte. 

3. The case proceeded exparte and the management 
was given opportunities to file their Written Statement. 
Order dated 4-9-06 of this reference proceeding reveals 
that Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate for management submitted 
that management has not to file any Written Statement. 
Therefore after hearing the exparte argument, the reference 
was closed for award. 

4. The burden of proving that the action of the 
management in deductings Rs. 500 per month as penal rent 
from December, 93 to August, 94 from the salaries of Sh. 
Dilip Kumar and 17 others (List enclosed) is illegal and 
unjustified is on the workman/union. But the workmen/ 
union has filed to discharge this burden. Under the 
circumstances, the reference deserves to be answered in 
favour of the management and against the workman/union. 
Having considered the facts and circumstances of the case, 
I am of the view that the parties should be directed to bear 
their own costs of this reference. 

5. In view of the above, the reference deserves to be 
answered in favour of the management and against the 
workmen holding that the action of management of 
Sohagpur Area of SECL in deducting Rs. 500 per month as 
penal rent from December, 93 to August, 94 from the salaries 
of Sh. Dilip Kumar and 17 others (List enclosed) is legal 
and justified and consequently the workmen/union is not 
entitled to any relief. The parties shall bear their own costs 
of this reference. 

6. Copy of the award be sent to the Government of 
India, Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 21st September, 2006 

S.O. 4114. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 85/1997) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Jabalpur now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Behraband Pilot Mines and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/49/1996-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIALTRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
JABALPUR 

No. CGIT/LC/R/85/97 
Presiding Officer : SHRI C.M. SINGH 
The President, 

Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh, 

BPM Branch, 

PostBijuri, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) .Workman/Union 

Versus 

The Sub Area Manager, 

Behraband Pilot Mines, 

Post Bijuri, 

Distt. Shahdol (MP) ....Management 

AWARD 

Passed on this 13th day of September, 2006 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour vide 
its Notification No. L-22012/49/96-IR (C-II) dated 10-3-97 
has referred the following dispute for adjudication by this 
tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the Sub Area Manager, 
Behraband Pilot Mines of SECL Hasdeo Area in 
terminating the services of Sh. Gulab Chand S/o 
Birijhoo, Loader w.e.f. 13-6-94 is legal and justified? 
If not, to what relief are the concerned workman is 
entitled?” 


2. After the reference order was received, it was duly 
registered on 18-3-97 and notices were issued to the parties 
to file their respective statements of claim. Order dated 
25-4-06 of this reference proceeding reveals that inspite of 
sufficient service of notice on workman/union, no one put 
in appearance on behalf of workman/union and the case 
proceeded exparte against the workman/union. Thus ho 
statement of claim has been filed on behalf of workman/ 
union. 

3. The management filed their Written Statement. 
Their case in brief is as follows. That workman Shri Gulab 
Chand was initially appointed as piece rated loader. The 
workman was a habitual absentee. He remained absent from 
duty unauthorisely, without intimation, permission or 
sanctioned leave. He was given several warnings and was 
cautioned if he will fail to put proper attendance, serious 
action will be taken against him. Inspite of such warnings, 
workman did not show any improvement and he continued 
to remain absent from duty unauthorisely. His attendance 
in the year 1997 was only 17 days and in the year 1998—nil. 
Under the circumstances, the management had no option 
but to issue chargesheet to the workman under clause 26.24 
and 26.30 of the Standing Orders. The workman submitted 
reply on the said chargesheet on 5-5-94. As the reply was 
found unsatisfactory, it was decided to conduct a 
Departmental enquiry against him. Accordingly vide office 
order No. 2715 Shri B. N. Prasad the then Dy. Personnel 
Manager was appointed as Enquiry Officer and Shri K. K. 
Tripathi, the then Sr. Under Manager was appointed as 
Management Respresentative. The Enquiry Officer 
conducted the enquiry legally, properly and after having 
followed the principles of natural justice. The Enquiry 
Officer vide his report dated 25-5-94 held that the charges 
have been proved against the workman. The entire enquiry 
proceedings along with the enquiry report were placed 
before the competent authority who after having gone 
through the same satisfied that the enquiry has been 
conducted legally, properly and after having followed the 
principles of natural justice. He was satisfied that the 
workman was given ample opportunity to represent his 
case in the Departmental Enquiry. However the workman 
chosen not to participate in the enquiry and therefore the 
Enquiry Officer rightly conducted the enquiry in his 
absence. The Competent Authority further agreed with 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer based on evidence 
producd in the Enquiry and charges have been proved 
against him. Accordingly, the competent authority vide 
office order No. 4719-36 dated 1/13-6-94 terminated the 
services of the workman. Considering the entire facts and 
circumstances of the case, the competent authority vide 
order dated 1/13-6-94 terminated the services of the 
workman. The workman is consequently not entitled to 
any relief whatsoever. 

4. The management in order to prove their case filed 
affidavit of Shri K. K. Tripathi, the then working as SOM 
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(SE) in SECL Hasdeo Area. The management also filed 
photostat copies of the enquiry proceedings. 

5. I have heard Shri A. K. Shashi, Advocate for the 
management. I have very carefully gone through the entire 
evidence on record. 

6. As the case proceeded ex parte against the 
workman, no statement of claim has been filed on behalf of 
workman and no evidence has been adduced on behalf of 
workman/union. 

7. Against the above, the case of the management is 
fully established and proved from the uncontroverted 
affidavit of management’s witness Shri K. K. Tripathi. 
Therefore the reference deserves to be answered in favour 
of the management and against the workman. Having 
considered the facts and circumstances of the case, I am of 
the view that the parties should be directed to bear their 
own costs of this reference. 

8. In view of the above, the reference is answered in 
favour of the management and against the workman holding 
that the action of the Sub Area Manager, Behraband Pilot 
Mines of SECL Hasdeo Area in terminating the services of 
Sh. Gulab Chand S/o Birjhoo, Loader w.e.f. 13-6-94 is legal 
and justified and consequently the workman is not entitled 
to any relief. The parties shall bear their own costs of this 
reference. 

9. Copy of award be sent to the Government of India, 
Ministry of Labour as per rules. 

C M. SINGH, Presiding Officer 

22 fatlML 2006 

■SKT. 37T. 4115.— faeiK 3TfafwT, 1947 (1947 

14) fa m\ 17 ^ A, fafa? TFRfTR Tffa fa 
Tfltafr fa fraMohT sfk sfa <*4*uY fa fa?, 

A' sjhftfnw fan? A' tivfr fafafan 
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21 -9-2006 «ni 

[A. t^l-12012/69/2000-3TR(^-II)] 

fa. TPTTWT, sm fa?? 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S. O. 4115.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 130/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of UCO Bank 
and their workmen, received by the Central Government on 
21-9-2006. 

[No. L-12012/69/2000-IR (BII)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRffiL^ALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present : SHRI P.L. NORBERT, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding 
Officer 

(Wednesday the 6th day of September, 2006/15th 
Bhadrapada, 1928) 

I. D. 130/2006 

(I.D. 94/2000 of Industrial Tribunal Kbllam) 


Workman : 

K. Vijaya Kumar 

Indira Bhavan, Kannippuram 

Neyyattinkara 

Thiravananthapuram, 


Adv. Shri V.A. Jayaraj. 

Management : 

UCO Bank 

Rep. by the Regional 

Manager 

Regional Office, UCO Bank 
Building 

TC 25/2386/1, P.B. No. 13, 

Over Bridge Junction 
Thiruvananthapuram 


Adv. Shri P. Balakrishnan. 


AWARD 


This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is 

“Whether the action of the management of UCO 
Bank in relation to their Trivandrum Branch in striking 
off the name of Shri K. Vijaya Kumar, Clerk from the 
rolls of the bank w.e.f. 26-02-1994 treating him as 
voluntarily retired is justified ? If not, what relief the 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. The facts in brief are as follows : 

According to the workman he was appointed as Clerk 
in the management bank in 1980. He is a physically 
handicapped person. While in service in 1992 he suffered 
severe rheumatism. The treatment was continued for one 
year and leave applications were submitted to the manager 
of the bank along with medical certificates. Leave without 
allowance was granted. On 7-5-1993 he wanted to resume 
duty. But he was told by the Branch Manager to produce 
medical certificate on the next day. But on the next day he 
could not join duty due to dysentery and was bed-ridden 
for more than 2 weeks. When he recovered, again 
rheumatism revived and he took ayurvedic treatment in 
Tamil Nadu. He had given leave applications. But when he 
returned after treatment he came to know that he was 
terminated from service for unauthorized absence. The 
action of the management is illegal and arbitrary. He never 
intended to cease employment. After termination of the 
service the terminal benefits due to the claimant was 
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adjusted against loans. The workman with difficulty settled 
all the (dues on account of loan to the bank hoping 
reinstatement. But the management did not do so. The 
termination is illegal and in violation of the principles of 
natural justice. A domestic enquiry was conducted and no 
personal hearing Was given before termination of service. 
The claimant is the sole bread-winner of the family. The 
wife of the claimant is also handicapped and children are 
studying. Hence this dispute. 

3. The management filed written statement 
contending that this court has no jurisdiction to entertain 
the dispute. A notice u/s- 17(a) of Bipartite Settlement was 
given to the claimant asking him to report for duty within 
30 days from the date of notice. Since he failed to report for 
duty within time or gives satisfactory explanation his 
service was terminated after expiry of the period of notice. 
It was not necessary for the bank to hold a domestic enquiry. 
The claimant was bound to join duty on 7-5-1993. But he 
did not do so. After termination the claimant submitted a 
claim for gratuity and provident fund stating that he had 
voluntarily retired from service. Since he has voluntarily 
retired from service he Is not qualified for pension. The 
claim has been put forward for reinstatement after a period 
of 6 years from the date of cessation of employment. The 
claim is barred by limitation. The claimant is not entitled for 
reinstatement. 

4. The points for consideration are : 

(1) Is the reference barred by limitation ? 

(2) Is the termination of service leagal? 

(3) To what relief, if any, the claimant is 
entitled? 

The evidence consists of oral testimony of WW1 
and documentary evidence of Exts. W1 to W5 on the side 
of claimant and MW1 and Exts. Ml to M29 on the side of 
management. 

5. Point No. (1) : 

The workman joined the service of the bank in 1980. 
His service was terminated on 26-2-1994 on account of 
long unauthorized absence. According to the management 
the industrial dispute is highly belated and is barred by 
limitation. 

6. The reference was made by the Central 
Government on 21-9-2000. Before that the claimant had 
made a representation to the Chairman of the Bank by Ext. 
W5 dated 8-9-1999 submitting Jhis grievances about the 
action of the bank in terminating his services and requesting 
for an order for reinstatement. Before that he had been 
trying to get the retirement benefits due to him which the 
bank had offered to give and was mentioned in the 
termination order. Ext. W5 was submitted to the Chairman 
5 years after termination. According to the claimant had he 
not expressed his willingness and submitted a request for 


retirement benefits, the bank would have been reluctant to 
pay. Hence he was constrained to apply for gratuity, 
provident fund, pension, etc. That may be one of the 
reasons why the claimant had not raised an industrial 
dispute immediately on termination of his service* The 
quesiton is whether the delay has affected tne 
maintainability of the reference. The Limitation Act is not 
applicable to the proceedings under l f D. Act. In Ajaib Singh 
v. Sirhind Co-op. M.P.S.S. Ltd. 1999 (2) L.L.N. 674 the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in paragraph 10 of the judgement 
observed that Limitation Act does not apply to the 
proceedings under I.D. Act and court cannot substitute 
what is not provided by the legislature. In Indian Iron & 
Steel Co. Ltd. v. Prahlad Singh 2000 (4) L. L. N. 1182 the 
Industrial Tribunal refused to grant relief to an employee 
whose service was terminated and who had raised an 
industrial dispute after 13 years. The Hon’ble Supreme Court 
observed in paragraph 11 of the judgement that depending 
upon the facts and circumstances of each case relief can 
be declined on the ground of delay and latches. However 
no observation was made with regard to application of 
Limitation Act in the judgement. The learned counsel for 
the management relied on the decision in Nedungadi Bank 
Ltd. v. K.P. Madhavankutty & Ors. 2000-1 L.L.J. 561. In 
paragraph 6 of the judgement it is observed that though 
law does not prescribe any time limit for appropriate 
Government to make a reference to the Industrial Tribunal 
u/s-10 of I.D. Act it does not mean that it can do so at any 
point of time and to revive matters which had since been 
settled. The power is to be exercised reasonably and in a 
rationale manner. As to when a dispute can be said to be 
stale would depend on the facts and circumstances of each 
case. It is further observed with reference to the decided 
case that once the matter has become final it is rather 
incongruous to make a reference u/s-10 of the Act. The 
sum and substance of the decision referred above is that 
the Limitation Act does not apply to the proceedings under 
I.D. Act. However, considering the facts and circumstances 
of each case the court has to decide whether the industrial 
dispute has become too old or stale for consideration and 
whether such adjudication would revive the issue which 
has become final already. 

7. Coming to the case on hand, as I have already 
mentioned that the service of the workman was terminated 
on 26-2-2004 and he had made a representation to the 
Chairman of the Bank by Ext. W5. That was on 8-9-1999. 
The reference was made by the Central Government on 
21-9-2000. Hence at the time of reference the issue was 
very much alive. Though the reference is made after six 
years from the date of dismissal there was a representation 
to the bank by the workman one year prior to the reference. 
No doubt, the workman made a representation 5 years afier 
the termination. But it has to.be noted that he is a disabled 
person and he was under treatment for rheumatism. Besides 
there were proceedings for settlement of retirement benefits 
and he had been approaching the bank for such benefits 
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off and on. This can be seen from Exts. Ml, M2, M3, M4, 
M25, M26, M28 & M29. Considering these circumstances 
I find that there is no inordinate delay in raising the dispute. 
Point is answered accordingly. 

8. Points No. (2) & (3): 

The workmap had been in the service of the bank as 
Clerk for about 13 Vi, years. According to the workman he 
had been under treatment for rheumatism since April 1992 
and had applied for leave from time to time. Such leave 
continued upto 7-5-1993. This is seen from the very 
representation of the workman to the Chairman of the Bank 
dated 8-9-1999 (Ext. W5). When the management asked 
him to be examined by a Civil Surgeon of General Hospital, 
Trivandrum he underwent examination by Dr. Ravindran, 
Civil Surgeon, General Hospital, Trivandrum and the 
workman was found to be fit for joining duty. However he 
did not join duty on that day on the ground that he was 
suffering from dysentery and he had to take rest for 2 weeks, 
when he recovered from dysentery. According to the 
workman, rheumatism revived and thus he fell sick again 
and he had to take ayurvedic treatment once again from a 
hospital in Tamil Nadu. So he had applied for leave. But 
when he returned after treatment he came to know that his 
service was -terminated by the bank. These facts are 
contained in Ext. W5 representation of workman to the 
Chairman of Bank. Ext. W2 is the letter of termination dated 
26-2-1994. Ext. W1 is the notice issued under the provisions 
of Bipartite Settlement for unauthorized absence. The 
notice is dated 22-1-1994. It is stated in Ext. W1 that the 
workman had applied for leave from 15-6-1993 enclosing a 
medical certificate from a sidha vadya. The leave was 
applied for 3 months from 15-6-1993. He sought extension 
of leave by another 3 months by letter dated 15-9-1993. 
Again he sought extension of leave for another 3 months 
by letter dated 15-12-1993. Thus, in all he had applied for 9 
months continuous leave. It is stated that there was no 
leave of any kind at credit in the leave account of the 
workman since 15-6-1993 and that the workman was aware 
of that. The continuous absence had affected the normal 
function of the bank. He was asked to report for duty within 
30 days from the date of receipt of letter failing which his 
name would be struck off from the muster roll of the bank 
on expiry of the period of notice. To this notice admittedly 
there was no reply. But according to the workman since 
leave application was already pending in the bank it was 
not necessary to apply again for leave or submit any 
explanation for absence. Ext. Ml 1 is an application for leave 
dated 15-6-1993 for 3 months. Ext. W17 is another 
application dated 15-9-1993 applying for leave for 3 months 
from 15-9-1993. Again he applied for leave by Ext. M18 for 
archer 3 months from 15-12-1993 to 15-3-1994. It is true 
that the workman had applied for leave upto 15-3-1994 on 
the ground that he was suffering from rheumatism and 
undergoing treatment in an Ayurvedic Hospital in Tamil 
Nadu. However, to Ext. W1 notice there was no response. 


The question is whether the leave applications were 
sufficient answer to Ext. W1 notice. Clause 17 of Bipartite 
Settlement dated 10-4-1989 (see page 367 of ‘Bipartite 
Settlements’ published by M/s H.P.J. Kapoor (Twelfth 
Edition, 2005) reads:— 

“17. Voluntary Cessation of Employment by the 
Employees 

The earlier provisions relating to the voluntary 
cessation of employment by the employee in the 
earlier settlements shall stand substituted by the 
following;— 

(a) When an employee absents himself from work 
for a period of 90 or more consecutive days, 
without submitting any application for leave or 
for its extension or without any leave to his credit 
or beyond the period of leave sanctioned 
originally/subsequently or when there is a 
satisfactory evidence that he has taken up 
employment in India or when the management 
is reasonably satisfied that he has no intention 
of joining duties, the management may at any 
time thereafter give a notice to the employee at 
his last known address calling upon him to report 
for duty within 30 days of the date of the notice, 
stating interalia the grounds for coming to the 
conclusion that the employee has no intention 
of joining duties and furnishing necessary 
evidence, where available. Unless the employee 
reports for duty within 30 days of the notice or 
given an explanation for his absence within the 
said period of 30 days satisfying the management 
that he has not taken up another employment or 
avocation and that he has not intention of not 
joining duties, the employee will be deemed to 
have voluntrarily retired from the bank’s service 
on the expiry of the said notice. In the event of 
the employee submitting a satisfactory reply, he 
shall be permitted to report for duty thereafter 
within 30 days from the date of the expiry of the 
aforesaid notice without prejudice to the bank’s 
right to take any action under the law or rules of 
service.” 

The provision shows that an employee who absents himself 
from work for a period of 90 days or more consecutive days 
without applying for leave or extension of leave or without 
any leave in his credit, shall be given notice asking him to 
report for duty within 30 days from the date of notice. 
Unless he reports for duty or offers sufficient explanation 
for his absence within the said period of notice he will be 
deemed to have voluntarily retired from service on the expiry 
of the said period of notice. That being the provision in the 
Bipartite Settlement his previous applications for leave will 
not be sufficient. He had no leave of any kind at his credit 
as on 15-6-1993. WW1 (claimant) admitted when he was in 
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the box that he had no leave at credit (page 8). Till then he 
had been on leave almost countinuously except for a few 
days in between from April 1992 onwards and whatever 
leave that was granted prior to 15-6-1993 was leave without 
allowance. An employee without leave on credit is 
considered to be an unauthorized absentee and he has to 
be proceeded under Clause 17(a) of Bipartite Settlement. 
Therefore the action under Clause 17(a) of the Settlements 
could be avoided only by either submitting an explanation 
for his absence or reporting for duty. That was not done by 
the workman. 

9. He has a case that he had not received Ext. W1 
notice as well as Ext. W2 termination order. According to 
the management Ext. W1 notice and Ext. W2 termination 
order were sent by post in the address given by the 
workman. The very conduct of the workman in producing 
the original notice as well as the original termination order 
belies his contention that he did no receive notice or order. 
Ext. W1 is the original notice and Ext. W2 is the original 
order of termination. He has to explain how he came in 
possession of these two original documents without having 
received them by post or otherwise. It has to be presumed 
that he did receive the notice as well as termination order.. 
Besides, the notice and termination order were sent inlhe 
address of the last known residence furnished by the worker 
to the bank. The learned counsel for the management 
referred to the decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
Syndicate Bank v. General Secretary, Syndicate Bank Staff 
Association 2000 (1) L.LJ. 1630. In that case a notice, as 
per the provision of Bipartite Settlement, proposing to 
terminate the service of the workman, was sent in the correct 
address of the workman. The cover returned with an 
endorsement ‘refused’. The Hon’ble Supreme Court held 
that a clear presumption arises in favour of the bank and 
against the workman regarding appropriate service of 
notice. In this case there is no such evidence of having 
refused the notice. But a notice addressed to the workman 
in his last known residence must be presumed to have 
been served in view of Section 114 ills, (f) of Indian Evidence 
Act. That apart, the subsequent conduct of the workman 
after termination of service is illustrative of the knowledge 
that the workman had, of the notice Ext. Wl. He had taken 
steps to get his retirement benefits by submitting 
application and sending correspondence to the bank. Ext. 
Ml is a request for settlement of provident fund account. 
Ext. M2 is acknowledgement of receipt of provident fund. 
Ext. M3 is a request of the workman for supply of necessary 
forms for the purpose of giving option for pension. Ext. M4 
is a request for pension. Ext. M25 is a request by the 
workman to the Sr. Manager of the Bank to adjust the 
provident fund and gratuity amounts towards housing 
loan. Ext. M29 is another request for pension. The workman 
has a case that he requested for payment of provident 
fund, gratuity and sanction of pension because of 
compulsion by the management. Had he not acceded to 


the direction of the bank he would not have received 
anything at all from the bank. Hence according to him there 
was no admission on his part by making applications for 
retirement benefits that he had either received notice or 
termination order. Assuming that there was some 
pressurising tactics by the bank to make him accept 
retirement benefits in order to show that his services were 
terminated and he was aware of that, still the worker could 
have accepted provident fund and gratuity under protest 
without prejudice to his rights. Even after accepting 
provident fund and gratuity and applying for pension, he 
did not even send a letter or a lawyer notice to the 
management stating that it was under compelling 
circumstances that he had applied and received retirement 
benefits. In the absence of any such protest and in view of 
the very production of original notice and termination 
order the contention looses force and has to be considered 
only as a defence in the case. The notice was given as per 
Bipartite Settlement. Since the workman had been 
c^tinuously absent without leave of any kind at credit for 
more than 90 days froml5-6-1993, Clause 17 of Bipartite 
$4ttlement was attracted and a notice granting 30 days’ 
time to report for duty or to offer explanation, was given. 
On expiry of the period of notice, in the absence of any 
response on the side of workman he could be treated as 
having voluntarily retired from service. No domestic 
enquiry is required. Therefore there is no illegality in 
terminating the service of the workman. Points are answered 
accordingly. ' 

10. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in striking off the name of 
Shri K. Vijaya Kumar from the rolls of the bank w.e.f. 26-2- 
1994 and treating him as having voluntarily retired from 
service is legal and justified and that the workman is not 
entitled to any relief. No costs. The award will take effect 
one month after its publication in the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 06th 
day of September, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 

Witness for the workman 
WW1 —Vijayakumar 

Witness for the Management: 

MW1 —T.V. Gopalakrishna. 

Exhibits for the Workman: 

Wl —Notice No. TVMD/PAD/MISC/94/145 dated 
22-1-1994 issued by the management to 
workman. 

W2 —Notice No. TVMD/PAD/MI^C/94/161 dated 
26-2-1994 issued by the management to 
workman. 
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W3 - —Copy of Application for leave along with M/C 
submitted by workman. 

W4 —Notice dated 29-7-1994 issued by the 

management to workman regarding voluntary 
cessation of services. 

W5 —Copy of representation dated 8-9-1999 
submitted by workman to Chairman, UCO 
Bank. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml —Letter dated 20-9-2004 sent by workman to 
management for settlement of P/F dues. 

M2 —Receipt dated 26-4-1995 signed by workman 
towards P/F dues. 

M3 —Letter dated*"25-8-1994 sent by workman to 
management for gratuity. 

M4 —Letter dated 20-11-1995 sent by workman to 

management. 

M5 —Copy of letter No. TVMD/PAd/MISC/92-93/186 

dated 13-11-1992 issued by management to 
workman. 

M6 —Letter dated 23-11-1992 sent by Smt. Usha 

Vijayan, W/o the workman to the Divisional 
Manager, UCO Bank. 

M7 —Medical Certificate dated 6-5-1993 issued by 
Sidha Medical College Hospital. 

M8 —Fitness Certificate dated 7-9-1993 issued by 
Dr. P.K Ravindranath to workman. 

M9 —Copy of letter No. M/117/93 dated 27-5-1993 
issued by the management to workman. 

M10 —Letter sent by workman to Manager, U CO Bank, 

Tvm. 

Mil —Letter dated 15-6-1993 sent by workman to 
Manager, U CO Bank. 

M12 —Copy of letter dated 21-6-1993 sent by UCO 

Bank, Tvm. Branch to Divisional Office, Tvm. 

M13 —Copy of letter dated 23-7-1993 issued by 

management to Dr. P.K. Ravindranath. 

M14 —Acknowledgement Card dated 26-7-1993. 

M15 —Letter dated 2-8-1993 sent by Dr. P.K. 

Ravindranath to Manager, UCO Bank. 

M16 —Letter dated 4-8-1993 written by Shri Alfred 

Culas to Manager, UCO Bank. 

M17 —Letter dated 15-9-1993 sent by workman to 

Manager, UCO Bank. 

M18 —Letter sent by workman to Manager, UCO Bank 

requesting leave extension. 
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M19 —Copy of notice No. TVMD/PAD/M1SC/94/145 

dated 22-1-1994 issued by management to 
workman. 

M20 —Copy of notice No. TVMD/PAD/MiSC/94'161 
dated 26-2-1994 issued by management to 
workman, 

M21 —Copy of Notice No, DM/563/93-94 dated 

26-2-1994 issued by Sr, Manager, Divisional 
Office, UCO Bank, Tvm. to Z/O, Bangalore & 
HO, PAD, Calcutta. 

M22 —Undelivered postal cover addressed to 

workman by management. 

M23 —No, DM/388/94-95 dated 17-8-1994 by 
management. 

M24 —Letter dated 2-9-1994 issued by Secretary, Bank 

Employees’ Coop. Society Ltd. to the Manager, 
UCO Bank. 

M25 —Letter dated 17-4-1995 written by workman to 

management. 

M26 —LetterNo. M/129/95-96 dated 10-6-1995 issued 

by management to workman. 

M27 —Underlivered postal cover addressed to 

workman. 

M28 —Copy of letter No. M/480/95-96 dated 5-12-1995 

issued by UCO Bank, Tvm, to the Divisional 
Manager, UCO Bank. 

M29 —Letter dated 23-4-1996 sent by workman to 

Divisional Manager, UCO Bank. 

T i 22 2006 

W. 3JT. 4116.-3ikilPl* Slfafrm, 1947 (1947 
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srftrejwsm ^ to (tM ftoi 

24/2006) ^ t, 21 -9-2006 

^ TIM 411 

[U ip-12012/68/2003-3Tlf m (^ft-II)] 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S. O. 4116 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 24/2006) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Canara 
Bank and their workmen, received by the Central 
Government on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-l 2012/68/2003-1R (B—II)] 
C. GANGADIIARAN, Under Secy. 








ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

Present: Shri P.L. Norbert, BA., L.L.B., 
Presiding Officer 

Thursday the 31st day of August, 2006 

I. D. 24/2006 

(I.D. 42/2003 of Labour Court Emakulam) 

Workman Shri C. Rajendran 

Chettiparambil House, 
Thekkumbhagam 
Tripunithura 
Emakulam District 

Adv. Shri C. Anil Kumar 

Management The Dy. General Manager 

Canara Bank, Staff Section (W) 

Civil Office 
Trivandrum. 

Adv. Shri R.S. Kalkuar 
AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10 (l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether non-renewal of contract amounts to denial 
of employment? Whether the service of the applicant 
was terminated by the management of Canara Bank? 
If terminated, whether the termination is legal or not? 
• If not, what are the relief the applicant Sh. C. 
Rajendran entitled to?” 

2. The facts in brief are as follows: 

The workman was appointed in the manaement bank 
as Balakshema Deposit Collection Agent w.e.f. 
1-4-1989 in Tripunithura branch. He was denied 
employment w.e.f. 1-6-1997. However it was done 
without complying with the provisions of Industrial 
Disputes Act. No notice for compensation was given 
to him. The persons who were juniors to him were 
retained by the bank. The termination was unexpected 
and he could not find out alternate employment. 
Due to financial difficulties and mental shock the 
workman could not seek proper legal advice'hnd raise 
an industrial dispute on time. According to the 
claimant as a deposit collecting agent he had to work 
on all working days of the bank more than 8 hours a 
day remitting collections and settling the accounts 
with the bank. His work was supervised and 
controlled by the chief manager of the branch. His 
service was continuous and uninterrupted. There 


was employer-employee relationship between him 

and the bank. He is eligible to be reinstated with 

back wages and continuity of service. 

3. According to the management the industrial 
dispute as framed is not maintainable. There is no employer- 
employee relationship between the workman and the bank. 
The relationship is only of a principal and agent and hence 
no industrial dispute can be raised by the workman. The 
claim is barred by limitation. The disputed raised more 
than 5 years after the termination of the service of the 
workman. The dispute has become stale and cannot be 
entertained. The Balakshema Deposit Scheme (BDS) when 
found not remunerative was stopped by the bank as per a 
policy decision of the bank in 1994. A circular was issued 
communicating that no new account shall be opened under 
BDS. However the accounts opened till 31-5-1994 were 
continued upto to their maturity as per the terms and 
conditions of the scheme. On maturity of all the accounts 
under the scheme. The scheme came to an end and the 
agency also ceased to exist. The agents were appointed in 
the scheme on contract basis, 'f hey were paid commission 
depending upon the collection. Their work is not restricted 
by the bank. The bank has no control over the agent 
regarding hours of work, time of work or manner of work. 
On stoppage of the scheme the contract came to an end 
and stands cancelled. The workman was not entitled to get 
notice or compensation under I.D. Act as he was not an 
employee of the bank but only an agent. There was only 
one agent in Tripunithura branch. There was no question 
of renewal of thetxmtract. The agents under deposit scheme 
are not governed by service rules or regulations of the 
bank. 

4. The workman filing rejoinder contended that he 
is a workman defined u/s 2(s) of I.D. Act and provisions of 
I.D. Act are applicable to him. There is no limitation in 
proceedings under Industrial Disputes Act. There was 
control over the work of the claimant by the chief manager 
of the bank. 

5. In the light of the above contentions the following 
points arise for consideration : 

(1) Is the dispute barred by limitation? 

(2) is the termination of service of the workman 
illegal? 

(3) To what relief, if any, the workman is entitled? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of WW1 
and Exts. W1 to W6 on the side of workman and MW1 and 
Ext. Ml on the side of management. 

6. Point No. (1): 

It is an admitted fact that the workman was appointed 
by the management bank in Tripunithura branch on 
1-4-1989 as Balakshema Deposit Collection Agent. He 
continued to work as such till 1-6-1997. As per a decision 
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of the bank in 1994 the deposit scheme was stopped and 
came to a standstill when all the accounts started under 
the scheme reached maturity by 1-6-1997. The work of the 
claimant also was stopped then. He did not raise any dispute 
immediately. The reference was made in 2003. The case of 
the management (paragraph 5 of the written objection) is 
that the dispute was raised more than 5 years after his 
termination and it is belated and stale and barred by 
limitation. 

7. Ext. W2 is the appointment order dated 
31-10-1989. Ext. W4 is the copy of Circular No. 109/94 
intimating different branches of the bank that the BDS is 
stopped and no account shall be opened. The agency of 
the claimant came to an end by 1-6-1997. The dispute was 
raised more than five years after the agency was stopped. 
Both sides canvassed for their respective positions 
regarding application of Limitation Act and delay on the 
strength of various decisions. But none of the decisions 
says that Article 137 Limitation Act is applicable to 
proceedings under Industrie Disputes Act. However, it is 
observed that when there is Tong delay in approaching the 
court the dispute may be treated as stale depending upon 
the facts and circumstances of that case. If the delay is not 
satisfactorily explained or the delay causes real prejudice 
to the management, as by that time the records would 
have been destroyed, then the claim cannot be entertained. 
If at all such a claim is entertained the relief to be granted to 
the workman should be appropriately moulded so that 
undue hardship will not be caused to the management 
occasioned by long delay.’ 

8. I will now refer to the decisions cited by both 
sides on the subject. In Ajaib Singh v. Sirhind Coop. 
Marketing-cum-Processing Service Society Ltd. (1999) 6 
SCC 82 the service of the workman was terminated. He 
approaheed the court after 7 years. The Labour Court 
directed reinstatement of the workman with full back wages 
from 1981. The reference was in 1982. The management 
filed a writ petition before the Hon’ble High Court 
challenging the award. The Hon'ble High Court held that 
the workman was not entitled to any relief as the claim was 
belated. The matter was taken up from the Single Bench 
Judge to the Division Bench in appeal. The decision of the 
Single Bench was upheld by the Division Bench. The 
decision of the Division Bench was challenged before the 
Hon’ble Supreme Court. It was observed in paragraph 10 
of the judgement as follows :— 

“10. It follows, therefore, that the provisions of 
Article 137 of the Schedule to the Limitation 
Act, 1963 are not applicable to the proceedings 
under the Act and that the relief under it 
cannot be denied to the workman merely on 
the ground of delay. The plea of delay if raised 
by the employer is required to be proved as a 
matter of fact by showing the real prejudice 
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and not as a merely hypothetical defence. No 
reference to the Labour Court can be generally 
questioned on the ground of delay alone. Even 
in a case where the delay is shown to be 
existing, the tribunal, labour court or board, 
dealing with the case can appropriately mould 
the relief by declining to grant back wages to 
the workman till the date he raised the demand 
regarding his illegal retrenchment/termination 
or dismissal. The court may also in appropriate 
cases direct the payment of part of the back 
wages instead of full back wages. Reliance of 
the learned counsel for the respondent 
management on the Full Banch judgement of 
the Punjab and Haryana High Court in Ram 
Chandrer Morya v. State of Haryana is also of 
no help to him. In that case the High Court 
nowhere held that the provisions of Article 
137 of the Limitation Act was applicable in the 
proceedings under the Act. The Court 
specifically held “neither any limitation has 
been provided nor any guidelines to determine 
as to what shall be the period of limitation in 
such cases”. However, it went on further to 
say that 

“reasonable time in the cases of labour 
for demand of reference or dispute by 
appropriate Government to labour 
tribunals will be five years after which 
the government can refuse to make a 
reference on the ground of delay and 
latches if there is no explanation to the 
delay.” 

We are of the opinion that the 
Punjab and Haryana High Court was not 
justified in prescribing the limitation for 
getting the reference made or an 
application under Section-33Cof the Act 
to be adjudicated. It is not the function 
of the court to prescribe the limitation 
where the legislature in its wisdom had 
thought it fit not to prescribe any period. 
The courts admittedly interpret law and 
do not make laws. Personal view of the 
Judges presiding over the Court cannot 
be stretched to authorize them to 
interpret law in such a # manner which 
would amount to legislation intentionally 
left over by the legislature. The 
judgement of the Full Bench of the 
Punjab and Haryana High Court has 
completely ignored the object of the Act 
and various pronouncements of this 
Court as noted hereinabove and thus is 
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not a good law on the point of the 
applicability of the period of limitation 
for the purposes of invoking the 
jurisdiction of the courts/boards and 
tribunal under the Act.” 

In Nedungadi Bank Lt. v. K.P. Madhavankutty (2000) 
2 SCC 455 it is observed by the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
that while the Government exercises power u/slO of the 
Act by referring a dispute for adjudication though the law 
does not prescribe any time limit for reference of a dispute, 
the power u/s-10 is to be exercised reasonably and in a 
rational manner. A dispute which is stale cannot be the 
subject matter of reference u/s-10 of the Act. Whether a 
dispute is stale or not would depend on the facts and 
circumstances of each case (paragraph 6). 

In Assistant Executive Engineer v. Sivalinga 2002 
I.L.L.J. 457 it is held in paragraph ‘6’ of the judgement that 
though the Limitation Act as such is not applicable to the 
proceedings under I.D. Act the long delay may sometimes 
create difficulty for the employer to adequately meet the 
claim of the worker due to non-maintenance of records 
after a certain period. A situation of that nature would 
render the claim stale. Paragraph 6 reads: 

“6. Learned counsel for the appellant strongly 
relied on the reasoning of the Labour Court 
and contended that the view of the High Court 
would not advance the case of justice. Learned 
counsel for the respondent relied upon two 
decisions of this Court in Ajaib Singh v. The 
Sirhind Co-operative Marketing-cum- 
Processing Service Society Ltd. & Anr., AIR 
1999 SC 1351:1999(6) SCC 82:1999-I-L.L.J. 
1260 and in Sapan Kumar Pandit v. U.P. State 
Electricity Board & Qrs. 2001 (6) SCC222:2001- 
II-L.L.J. 788 to contend that there is no period 
of limitation prescribed under the Industrial 
Disputes Act, to raise the dispute and it is 
open to a party to approach the Court even 
belatedly and the Labour Court or the 
Industrial Tribunal can properly mould the 
relief by refusing or awarding part payment of 
back wages. It is no doubt true that in 
appropriate cases as held by this Court in 
aforesaid two decisions, such steps could be 
taken by the Labour Court or the Industrial 
Tribunal as the case may be where there is no 
such dispute as to relations between the parties 
as employer and employee. In cases where 
there is a serious dispute or doubt in such 
relationship and records of the employer 
become relevant, the long delay Would come 
in the way of maintenance of the same. In 
such circumstances, to make them available to 
a Labour Court or the Industrial Tribunal to 


adjudicate the dispute appropriately will be 
impossible. A situation of that nature would 
render the claim to have become stale. That is 
exactly the situation arising in this case. In 
that view of the matter, we think the decisions 
relied upon by the learned counsel have no 
application to the case on hand. Proceeding 
on the facts of the case, we think the High 
Court is wrong in having interfered with the 
award made by the Tribunal. The order made 
by the High Court in writ proceedings, 
therefore, shall stand set aside and the award 
made by the Labour Court shall stand restored. 
The appeal is allowed accordingly.” 

In Haryana State Co-op. Land Development Bank v. 
Neelam 2005 I-L.L.J. 1153 the court was dealing mainly 
with the reliefs to be granted to the workman in the industrial 
dispute. In paragraph 13 of the judgement it is observed 
that though there is no period of limitation regarding 
proceedings under I.D. Act it does not mean that 
irrespective of facts and circumstances of each case a stale 
claim must be entertained by the appropriate government 
and when such reference is made the court is bound to 
grant reliefs to the workman. Para 13 reads : 

“13. In Ajaib Singh (supra), the management did 
not raise any plea of delay. The Court observed 
that had such plea been raised, the workman 
would have been in a position to show the 
circumstances which prevented him in 
approaching the Court at an earlier stage of 
even to satisfy the Court that such a plea was 
not sustainable after the reference was made 
by the Government. In that case, the Labour 
Court granted the relief; but the same was 
denied to the workman only by the High Court. 
The court referred to the purport and object of 
enacting Industrial Disputes Act only with a 
view to find out as to whether the provisions 
of the Article 137 of the Schedule appended 
to the Limitation Act, 1963 are applicable or 
not. Although the Court cannot import a 
period of limitation when the statute does not 
prescribe the same, as was observed in Ajaib 
Singh (supra), but it does not mean that 
irrespective of facts and circumstances of each 
case, a stale claim must be entertained by the 
appropriate government while making a 
reference or in a case where such reference is 
made the workman would be entitled to the 
relief at the hands of the Labour Court.” 

In Mahabir v. State of Haryana 2005 II-L.LJ. 391 in 
paragraph 15 it is held that though there is no period of 
limitation applicable in proceedings under I.D. Act it does 
not mean that a dispute can be raised at any time and 
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without there being any regard to the delay and reasons 
therefor. Paragraph 15 reads : 

“Keeping in view the above principle, it is evident 
that though the Act does not provide for limitation 
for raising an industrial dispute, however, this does 
not mean that the dispute can be raised at any time 
and without there being any regard to the delay and 
reasons therefore. It is but appropriate that disputes 
affecting the rights of the workmen should be raised 
as soon as possible after they have arisen so that 
the appropriate Government refers them for 
adjudication in the event of failure of the conciliation 
proceedings, but it is equally true that delay in raising 
a dispute would be a circumstance, which is liable to 
be taken into consideration and in case no reasons 
are given in support of the delay it would have a 
barring on the rights of the workman concerned and 
he is liable to be non-suited on the ground of delay. 
However where reasons are given and there is 
explanation for the delay in raising the dispute, the 
same w'ould be a factor for consideration by the 
appropriate Government.” 

Keeping these observations of the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court I will come to the case on hand. The workman was in 
the service of the bank till 1-6-1997. The reference w'as 
made to this court on 14-8-2003. In paragraph 5 of the 
objection of the management it is stated that the claim was 
made more than 5 years after termination of the services of 
the workman. Between 1997 and 2003 the workman had 
not made a complaint or representation to the bank 
requesting to redress his grievance. By Ext. W5 on 
23-8-1996 he had made a request to consider him in NNND 
scheme which is another deposit scheme run by the bank. 
By Ext. W6 letter dated 10-9-1996 the bank intimated the 
workman their inability to consider his request. This was 
prior to the termination of the workman. Other than this 
there was no other representation to the bank. Thus going 
by the contention of the management there was delay of 
more than 5 years in raising the dispute. However in 
paragraph 6 of the claim statement the worker has explained 
the reason for the delay. It is : 

“The termination was unexpected and 1 was unable 
to find an alternate employment so far. Due to severe 
financial constraints and mental shock, resulted from 
unemployment I could not seek a proper legal advice 
and to raise an industrial dispute in time.” 

9. The w'orkcr was only an agent under a deposit 
scheme. No qualification was prescribed for appointing 
such agents for deposit collection. It is mentioned in 
paragraph 8 of the objection of the management that the 
bank did not stipulate any age restriction or basic 
educational qualification for selection of agents. Hence a 
person like the workman cannot be expected to be aware of 


the legal positions and the rights that are available under 
labour law. Such poor workmen may not have even the 
reasources and the finance to seek legal advice immediately 
when some difficulty arises in their service. It is in that 
background that the explanation of the workman has to be 
considered. On the other hand, so far as the management 
is concerned, the delay of over 5 years has not apparently 
caused any prejudice to them because in the nature of the 
dispute and the reliefs sought, no old records are required. 
The dispute under reference is that by non-renewal of 
contract he is denied employment and that the termination 
of service is illegal. Considering the dispute no account 
books or documents relating to BDS are required. It is an 
admitted case that the scheme was stopped in 1997. 
Therefore the delay can in no way cause any prejudice to 
the management. Considering these circumstances and in 
the light of the decisions referred above I find that there is 
no inordinate delay in raising the dispute, that the delay is 
explained and that the delay has not caused any prejudice 
to the management. 

10. Point No. (2): 

The workman was in the service of the bank from 
1-4-1989 to 1-6-1997 for a period of 8 years. He was a deposit 
collection commission agent admittedly. Though the 
management says that there was a written contract at the 
time of engaging the workman the same is not produced. 
Both sides agree that no period was mentioned in the said 
contract for engaging the workman. Therefore the first 
question as per reference whether the non-renewal of 
contract amounts to denial of employment loses its 
importance because the contract was not for a specific 
period. Hence the question of renewal of contract does not 
arise in this case. Consequently the non-employment 
cannot also be due to non-renewal of contract. 

11. The second question as per the reference is 
whether the termination of service is legal or not. The bank 
has not admitted that the workman was a regular employee. 
He was appointed only as a collecting agent under the 
deposit scheme. There has never been any change in his 
status as agent. He was also paid commission for the work 
he was doing depending upon the collection he used to 
make. None of the service conditions of bank employees 
were applicable to him. According to the management once 
the Deposit Scheme was stopped the service of the 
workman came to an end. Since he was only an agent and 
not an employee of the bank he was not entitled for notice 
or compensation at the time of stoppage of the engagement 
of the workman. On the other hand, the learned counsellor 
the workman argued that the claimant is a workman coming 
u/s-2(s) of I.D. Act and he is entitled for notice and other 
benefits under the provisions of I.D. Act. Section 2(s) 
defines workman and is wide enough to cover any kind of 
employment. In Indian Bank’s Association v. Workmen of 
Syndicate Bank (2001) 3 SCC 36 the commission agents 
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under deposit collection scheme were demanding pay 
scales, allowances and other benefits available to regular 
clerical employees of banks. The Hon’ble Supreme Court 
considering the questionwhether they were workmen 
falling u/s-2 (s) of I.D. Act, held in paragraph 24 to 27 that 
they are workmen u/s-2(s) of I.D. Act, that the commission 
they are receiving as remuneration is nothing but wages 
Coming u/s-2 (it) of the Act, that the banks have control 
oyer deposit collectors, that the commission agents are 
accountable to the bank and do certain amount of clerical 
job for the purpose of settling accounts with regard to 
collection and remittance of the amounts in the bank, that 
there is no prohibition u/s-10 of Banking Regulation Act 
against payment of commission to persons engaged in the 
work of the bank other than regular employees and that 
there is master and servant relationship between the two. 
It is relevant to extract paragraphs 24 to 27: 

“24. We have considered the rival submissions. In 
our view, Mr. Sharma was right when he 
submitted that on the basis of evidence before 
it the Tribunal has given findings of fact that 
the Deposit Collectors were workmen within 
the meaning of Section 2(s) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. On the evidence on record it 
could not be said that this finding was 
unsustainable. Having been shown the 
relevant evidence we are also of the opinion 
that the Tribunal correctly arrived at a 
conclusion that these deposit Collectors were 
workmen. 

25. Further, as seen from Section 2(rr) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, the commission 
received by Deposit Collectors is nothing else 
but wage, , which is dependent on the 
productivity. This commission is paid for 
promoting the business of the various banks. 


direct. They are, therefore, accountable to the 
Bank and under the control of the Bank. 

27. We also see no force in the contention that 
Section 10 of the Banking Regulation Act 
prevents employment of persons on 
commission basis. The proviso to Section 10 
makes it clear that commission can be paid to 
persons who are not in regular employment. 
Undoubtedly the Deposit Collectors are not 
regular employees of the Bank. But they, 
nevertheless, are workers within the meaning 
of the term as defined in the Industrial Disputes 
Act. There is clearly a relationship of master 
and servant between the Deposit Collectors 
and the Bank concerned." 

The decision clearly applies to the facts of this case 
as both these cases relate to commission agents of banks. 
There can be no doubt therefore that the workman in the 
instant case is a person coming under Section 2 (s) of I.D. 
Act. If so, can he be terminated or service stopped without 
notice ? Section 25-F of the Act reads as follows : 

"25-F. Conditions precedent to retrenchment of 
workman. —No workman employed in any industry who has 
been in continuous service for not less than one year under 
an employer shall be retrenched by that employer until — 

(a) the workman has been given one month's 
notice in writing indicating the reasons for 
retrenchment and the period of notice has 
expired, or the workman has been paid in lieu 
of such notice, wages for the period of the 
notice; 

(b) the workman has been paid, at the time of 
retrenchment, compensation which shall be 
equivalent to fifteen days' average pay (for every 
completed year of continuous service) or any 
part thereof in excess of six months; and 

(c) notice in the prescribed manner is served on 
the appropriate Government, (or such 
authority as may be specified by the 
appropriate Government by notification in the 
Official Gazette). 

If ihe workman is retrenched the conditions 
mentioned at (a) to (c) u/s-25-F have to be followed by the 
employer. Section 2 (00) defines retrenchment. It reads: 

“2(00). “retrenchment” means the termination by the 
employer of the service of a workman for any 
reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a 
punishment inflicted by way of disciplinary 
action, but does not include — 


26. We also cannot accept the submission that 
the banks have no control over the Deposit 
Collectors. Undoubtedly, the Deposit 
Collectors are free to regulate their own hours 
of work, but that is because of the nature of 
the work .itself. It would be impossible to fix 
working hours for such Deposit Collectors 
because they have to go to various depositors. 
This would have to be done at the convenience 
of the depositors and at such times as required 
by the depositors. If this is so, then no time 
can be fixed for such work. However, there is 
control inasmuch as the Deposit Collectors 
have to bring the collections and deposit the 
same in the banks by the very next day. They 
have then to fill in various forms, account, 
registers and passbooks. They also have to 
do such other clerical work as the Bank may 


(a) voluntary retirement of the workman; or 


3188GI/2006—13 
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(b) retirement of the workman on reaching the 
age of superannuation if the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned contains a stipulation 
in that behalf; or 

(bb) termination of the service of the workman 
as a result of the non-renewal of the contract 
of employment between the employer and 
the workman concerned on its expiry or of 
such contract being terminated under a 
stipulation in that behalf contained therein; 
or 

(c) termination of the service of a workman on 
the ground of continued ill health.” 

Sub-clauses (a) to (c) u/s2 (oo) are cases which are 
excluded from the definition of the retrenchment In the 
instant case sub-clauses (a) to (c) are not attracted. Hence 
the termination of service of the workman is a retrenchment 
defined u/s2 (oo) of the Act. If so, as per Section 25-F the 
workman is entitled to get one month's notice or in lieu of 
notice wages for the period of notice and compensation 
equivalent to 15 days' average pay for every completed 
year of continuous service. Admittedly no notice was 
issued or compensation in lieu of notice or retrenchment 
compensation equivalent to 15 days average pay for every 
completed year was paid. The workman was in continuous 
service for more than 8 years as contemplated u/s 25-B of 
the Act. Though the workman in this case was not a regular 
employee the liability of the bank to follow the procedure 
under the provisions of I.D. Act cannot be dispensed with 
so long as he is a workman. Though the scheme was 
stopped the non-employment falls under Section 2 (oo) 
and hence the bank cannot say that the provision of I.D. 
Act are not applicable. The stoppage or termination of 
service, therefore, is illegal. 

11. Point No. (3)t 

Though the claim is for reinstatement, since the 
deposit scheme is not in existence he cannot be reinstated 
as an agent under the Balakshema deposit scheme. Though 
the workman has a case that juniors to him were retained 
by the bank the evidence reveals that there was only one 
agent in Tripunithura branch of the bank and there is no 
seniority list of all the agents working in different branches. 
Therefore there is no post at all to which the workman can 
be reinstated as agent. It has come out in evidence that 
there is another scheme called NNND. It is not a new 
scheme but was functioning since a long time even prior to 
hir termination. The workman cannot claim as a matter of 
right for employment in another scheme or employment in 
regular service of the bank. Unless there is a vacancy in 
the cadre he belonged he cannot seek reinstatement. The 
question of absorption in the bank also does not arise in 
view of the recent decision of Hon’ble Supreme Court 


reported in (2006) 4 SCC1 Secretary, State of Karnataka Vis. 
Umadevi. Paragraphs 28,29,43 & 47 contain the relevant 
discussion as to whether contractual and ad hoc 
employees, casual workers, temporary workers, etc. can be 
absorbed in regular service or not. Paragraphs 28 & 29 
read: 

“28. In Director, Institute of Management 
Development, U.P. v. Pushpa Srivastatfa this 
Court held that since the appointment was on 
purely contractual and ad hoc basis on 
consolidated pay for a fixed period and 
terminable without notice, when the 
appointment came to an end by efflux of time, 
the appointee had no right to continue in the 
post and to claim regularization in service in 
the absence of any rule providing for 
regularization in service after the period of 
service. A limited relief of directing that the 
appointee be permitted on sympathetic 
consideration to be continued in service till 
the end of the calendar year concerned was 
issued. This Court noticed that when the 
appointment was purely on ad hoc and 
contractual basis for a limited period, on the 
expiry of the period, the right to remain in the 
post came to an end. This Court stated that 
the view they were taking was the only view 
possible and set aside the judgement of the 
High Court which had given relief to the 
appointee. 

29. In Madhyamik Shiksha Parishad, U.P. vs. Anil 
Kumar Mishra a three-Judge Bench of this 
Court held that ad hoc appointees/temporary 
employees engaged on ad hoc basis and paid 
on piece-rate basis for certain clerical work and 
discontinued on completion of their task, were 
not entitled to reinstatement or regularization 
of their services even if their working period 
ranged from one to two years. This decision 
indicates that if the engagement was made in a 
particular work or in connection with particular 
project, on completion of that work or of that 
project, those who were temporarily engaged 
or employed in that work or project could not 
claim any right to continue in service and the 
High Court cannot direct that they be continued 
or absorbed elsewhere.” 

The relevant portion of paragraph 43 reads: 

“43. If it is a contractual appointment, the 
appointment comes to an end at the end of the 
contract, if it were an engagement or appoint¬ 
ment on daily wages or casual basis, the same 
would come to an end when it is discontinued. 
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Similarly, a temporary employee could not claim 
to be made permanent on the expiry of his term 
of appointment. It has also to be clarified that 
merely because a temporary employee or a 
casual wage worker is entitled to be absorbed 
in regular service or made permanent merely 
on the strength of such continuance, if the 
original appointment was not made by 
following a due process of selection as 
envisaged by the relevant rules. It is not open 
to the court to prevent regular-recruitment at 
the instance of temporary employees whose 
period of employment has come to an end or 
of ad hoc employees who by the very nature 
of their appointment do not acquire any right.” 

Para 47 reads:— 

“47. When a person enters a temporary employment 
or gets engagement as a contractual or casual 
worker and the engagement is not based on a 
proper selection as recognized by the relevant 
rules or procedure, fie is aware of the 
consequences of the appointment being 
temporary, casual or contractual in nature. Such 
a person cannot invoke the theory of legitimate 
expectation for being confirmed in the post 
when an appointment to the post could be made 
only by following a proper procedure for 
selection and in cases concerned, in 
consultation with the. Public Service 
Commission. Therefore, the theory of 
legitimate expectation cannot be successfully 
advanced by temporary, contractual or casual 
employees. It cannot also be held that the State 
has held out any promise while engaging these 
persons either to continue them where they 
are or to make them permanent. The state 
cannot, constitutionally make such a promise. 
It is also obvious that the theory cannot be 
invoked to seek a positive relief of being made 
permanent in the post.” 

In the light of the reasons stated above I find that 
the remedy available for illegal termination of service is as 
envisaged u/s 25-F of the Act for notice or compensation 
in lieu of the notice and retrenchment compensation 
equivalent to 15 days' average pay for every completed 
year of continuous service or part in excess of six months. 
The point is answered accordingly. 

12. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
termination of service of the claimant is illegal and in 
violation of the provisions of I.D. Act and the workman is 
entitled to the benefits u/s 25-F of I.D. Act. No costs. The 
award will take effect one month after its publication in the 
official Gazette. 


Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 
31 st day of August, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX: 

Witness for the Workman: 

WW1 — Shri C. Rajendran 
Witness for the Management: 

M W1—Shri R. V enkateswaran. 

Exhibits for the Workman:, 

W1— Photostat copy of application dated 21.10.1986 
issued by the management. 

W2 — Photostat copy of the appointment letter dated 
31.10.1989 issued by the management to the workman. 
W3 — Photostat copy of Identity card issued to the 
workman. 

W4 — Photostat copy of Circular No. 109/94 dated 
19-4-1994. 

W5 — Photostat copy of letter sent by the workman to the 
Dy. General Manager, Canara Bank, Circle Office. 

W6 — Photostat copy of the letter No. TM1/252/1193/96- 
97/NSK issued by the management. 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Ml — Certified copy of Savings Bank A/c Ledger in r/o 
the workman. 

22 fSffiRR, 2006 

W. 9RT. 4117—3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) 
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^ WZ *TT! 

[U T^-30012/53/97-aqif 3RTC 0*ft-I)] 
3T5R 1JRR 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

% 

S.O. 4117.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 130/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, NewDelhi-II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Indian Oil Co. Ltd. and their 
workmen, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-30012/53/97-IR (C-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE IDE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALrCUM- 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

R, N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

I. D. No. 130/1998 

IN THE MATTER OF: 

Shri Prithvi Raj & Ors., 

C/o Delhi Multi Storeyed Building Employees 
Congress, 

Through its General Secretary, 

12-B, Vandana Building, Basement, 

11, Tolstoy Marg, 

New Delhi. 

Versus 

The Manager (IR), 

Indian Oil Corporation, 

(Marketing Division), 

World Trade Centre, 

Babar Road, 

New Delhi-110001. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L.-30012/ 
53/97 IR(C-I) Central Government dated 09-06-1998 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the demand of the union that the 
services of the contract labourers namely Shri 
Prithvi Raj and others working as Security Guards 
in the premises of the management of Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited be regularised w.e.f. the date 
of their joining (as shown against their name as 
per list enclosed) by the management of Indian Oil 
Corporation Limited who is the principal employer, 
is justified? If so, to what relief the concerned 
contract labourers/workmen are entitled and from 
what date?” 

The workmen applicants have filed claim statement. 
In the claim statement it has been stated that the facts and 
circumstances giving rise to the present statement of claim 
are that the workers represented by the claimant union have 
been working as security guards continuously without any 
break for the last over 7-8 years for the respondent/ 
management. The list of workers with their dates of joining 
etc. is annexed and marked as Armexure A 

The respondent (hereinafter referred to as the 
management) is a Government of India undertaking. It 
has with ulterior motives to deprive the workers of 
security of job and equal wages, employed the workers 


ostensibly through different contractors. The 
contractor is and has always been only name lender 
with no control if any kind over the workers, their 
employment and their terms and conditions of service. 
The workers have been working under the direct 
control and supervision of the management. The 
engagegment of these workers through the contractor 
is only a camouflage and if the veil is lifted it would 
be revealed that there is a direct employer and 
employee relationship between the management and 
the workers. The engagement of the workers through 
the contractors is basically for monetary and other 
gains as the claimant workers are being provided much 
less wages than the regular employees. 

It is submitted that the work of watching in the 
building where the workers represented by the claimant 
are working is of permanent and perennial nature as is 
established by the issuance of the notification. This 
union has already filed a writ petition before the Hon’ble 
High Court of Delhi praying for the absorption of these 
workers on the ground of the issuance of notification. 
The present statement of claim is confined to the ground 
that the engagement of the workers through the contractor 
is a camouflage. 

That the workers in the above statement of claim 
thus made a representation to the management to absorb 
them in regular service against their existing post and to 
look into their grievances regarding payment of wages 
by the contractors. However, the needful has not been 
done. 

That the workers through its union had filed 
statement of claim before the ALC praying for starting 
immediate conciliation proceedings and for a direction to 
the respondent No. 1/management to regularise the 
services of the workers named in Annexure A and in the 
case of failure of the conciliation proceedings for referring 
the matter to the Industrial Tribunal for adjudication. 

That the conciliation proceedings having failed the 
matter has been referred to this Hon’ble Tribunal for 
adjudication. 

In the premises mentioned above it is most 
respectfully prayed that this Hon’ble Court/Tribunai 
be pleased to regularise the services of the workers 
named in annexure A with all consequential benefits 
and pass such other and further orders as this Hon’ble 
Court deems fit and proper in the circumstances of the 
case. 

The respondent/management has filed written 
statement. In the written statement it has been stated that 
the claimants have themselves stated that they have gone 
to the High Court by way of a writ petition which is 
pending adjudication. The applicants cannot be allowed 
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to pursue two remedies at the same time seeking same or 
similar relief. The relief sought by the workmen in die pending 
other writ petition No. 889/97 is reproduced below :— 

“Issue an order, writ order or direction declaring 
that the petitioners workers named in Annexure A 
attached are the direct employees of the respondent 
No. 2 or in the alternative directing the respondent 
No. 2 to absorb/regularise the services of the 
workers mentioned in Annexure A in their existing 
services/posts w.e.f. initial appointment through 
the contractor.” 

The relief claimed in the present statement of 
claim is as follows :— 

“To regularise the services of the workers named 
in Annexure A with all the consequential benefits.” 

The reference is liable to be rejected on this 
ground. 

That the averments made by the claimants and the 
terms of reference clearly indicate that they are seeking 
regularisation with the management on the basis that 
they are the security guards working with the security 
contractor. The disputes about the contractor labour and 
the conditions of service are regulated under the 
provisions of the Contract Labour (Regulation & 
Abolition) Act, 1970. The said Act being a comprehensive 
provision of law is a complete code in itself and the 
reference under the provision of the ID Act is, therefore 
liable to be rejected. 

That the contents of para 1 are wrong and denied. 
It is stated that the union is making false and baseless 
pleas. The list of workers as given in Annexure A had 
only been supplied to the management on 4th July, 2000. 
The case was first head by the Tribunal onl6-11-1998 
and the union for ulterior and malafide purposes took 
numerous adjournments. Even in the present claim 
statement or in the Annexure no details are supplied 
about the alleged security guards. 

That the contents of para 2 as stated are wrong 
and denied. It is admitted that the management is a 
Government of India Undertaking. The other allegations 
made in this paragraph are wrong and emphatically denied. 
It is stated that as per the Government of India 
instructions issued by the Ministry of Home Affairs the 
security operations in the various units/locations/offices 
of the management have to be undertaken by the security 
agencies sponsored by Director General of Resettlement. 
The names of the security agencies are forwarded by the 
said Directorate and it is as per the Government policy 
that the security to the Government institutions is provided 
by such agencies. It is stated that it is not like in ordinary 
watch and ward duties but , requires sophisticated 
surveillance security etc. it is a specialized job to be 
performed in the various offices/locations/units 
respondent/management and it is entrusted to the 


outside agencies in the interest of security of a public 
institution. It is emphatically denied that the supervision 
and control over the guards is exercised by the 
management. It is stated that the security agencies are 
normally headed by ex-army personnel who are 
supervising and controlling the security guards under 
them who also happen to be ex-army people. 

That the contents of para 3 are wrong and denied. 
The Hon’ble Delhi High Court has already decided that 
the notification relied on by the claimants is not 
applicable in the case of security services utilized by 
the management. Further, the assertion on behalf of the 
union that they have gone to the Hon’ble High Court 
itself disentitles them to claim any relief before the 
Hon’ble Court. It is submitted that the union cannot be 
allowed to claim the same relief in two forums. The 
averments of the union that they only rely on the contract 
camaflouge is untenable. It is stated that a legal contract 
has been entered with independent agencies in 
accordance with the sponsorship of the Director General 
of Resettlement. 

That the contents of para 4 are wrong and denied. 
The union has failed to point out any particular statement 
but has made vague wild allegations. 

The workmen applicants have filed rejoinder. In 
their rejoinder they have reiterated the averments of 
their claim statement and have denied most of the paras 
of the written statement. The management has also denied 
most of the paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides and perused 
the papers on the record. 

It was submitted from the side of the claimant that 
23 workmen have been engaged for the purposes of 
Security through various agencies. The list contains the 
names of 27 workers but Shri Vir Bahadur has expired 
and Shri Ramesh Tiwari, Shri Jitender Singh & Shri Lumb 
Bahadur have left the work. So 23 workmen have been 
working. Some of them have been engaged since 1987, 
1991 and 1990. The date of joining of the workmen has 
been mentioned in the Annexure to the claim statement. 

It is further submitted that these workmen have 
been taken through contractors but contractor is name 
lender only. All the workmen discharged the duties 
under the control and supervision of the respondent. My 
attention was drawn to attendance sheet of these workers. 
Attendance is being taken by the management. Leave is 
also sanctioned by the management. The duties are 
assigned to these workers by the management at different 
places. These workers work under the supervision of the 
management. Day to day duties are being performed by 
the Security Guards. The work is of regular and perennial 
nature. The work has always been existing since the 
employment of these contract labourers. 
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It was submitted from the side of the management 
that they have been engaged by the contractor so the 
engagement of these workmen has been admitted by the 
respondent/management. ESI and EPF of these workmen 
are being deposited through by the contractor. From 
perusal of the document annexed with the records it 
becomes quite obvious that the workmen have been 
working under the control and supervision of the 
management/respondent. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 
that since the Hon’ble Delhi High Court is seized of the 
matter under reference, the Tribunal has no jurisdiction 
to decide this case. The matter under reference before 
the Hon’ble Delhi High Court is regarding quashing of 
the abolition of contract labour. It was submitted from 
the side of the workmen that the refernece is not 
regarding quashing of the notification or demand for 
abolition of the contract labour. The demand is for 
examining the actual reality behind the facade. After 
piercing the veil it is to be examined whether there exists 
actual contract labour system or it was only to make 
belief. It has been held by the Hon’ble Gujarat High 
Court in LLR 1991 Page 573 that it is within jurisdiction 
of the Tribunal to examine the reality behind the facade 
of paper arrangement of contract labour system. 

The Tribunal has to examine relationship between 
the management and the workmen. It is to be examined 
whether there exists master and servant relation or not. 
It has been held in 1999 Lab I.C. 825 that the Tribunal can 
give findings that contract between the Company and its 
contractors is sham and bogus. The finding will not 
obviously abolish the contract labour system so the 
matter referred to here is regarding the factual finding 
whether contract is sham and bogus. There is no 
reference regarding abolition of contract labour. In the 
instant case the workmen worked for continuously for 
365 days and the Hon’ble Gujarat High Court found the 
work to be of perennial nature. In the present case also 
almost 27 workmen have been working since 1993. The 
contractors have changed every year as per the admission 
of the management witness. 27 workmen have been 
performing work since 1993. The workmen worked in the 
establishment of the management. The management has 
control and supervision over the contractor’s men, the 
workmen remaining the same. The contract is changed 
every year so certainly this is a facade of the papers 
and contract is camouflage and sham and bogus. The 
entire establishment is owned and maintained by the 
management where the contractor’s men are employed. 
The contract is not genuine one. 

It was submitted from the side of the workmen that 
the CLRA 37 of 1970 is a act to further social welfare and 
general interest of the community. The contract labour is 
to be abolished whenever the contract is found sham 
and not genuine. In the instant case the contractor is 


only name giver. The workmen are under the control and 
supervision of the management. There is no proof that 
money is paid to the contractor and the contractor pays 
to its workmen. The management makes payment of wages 
to the workmen directly. 

It has been held by the Hon’ble Supreme Court in 
AIR 1986 SC I—workmen AR1 Ltd. Versus AR1 Ltd. 
Bhaw Nagar that the Tribunal has jurisdiction to examine 
the reality behind the facade of paper arrangement of 
contract labour system so according to the judgment of 
the Apex Court the Tribunal can examine the genuineness 
or otherwise of the contract labour. I find no force in the 
argument of the management. 

It was further submitted that the management is an 
instrumentality of the Central Government. They are 
charged with the duties of discharing their functions in 
a fair and just manner. They are expected to act justly 
and fairly and not arbitrarily or capricatiously. The 
management has not been acting fairly impartially and 
reasonably. It is their duty to act fairly. Despite the report 
of the Basudevan Committee they went on engaging 
contract labour in the LPG Plants but no heed was paid 
by the management and they went on engaging the 
same workers in the fake name of different contractors. 
Contractors have been changed but the workmen remain 
the same. It is almost the admitted case of the 
management. The management witness could not say 
whether the workmen have remained and the contractors 
have changed. 

The Hon’ble Supreme Court in AIR 2001 SC 3527 
has held that the industrial adjudicator will have to 
consider the question whether the contract has been 
interposed either on the ground of having undertaken to 
produce any given result for the establishment or suply 
of contract labour for work of the establishment under 
the genuine contract or whether it is a mere ruse/ 
camouflage to evade compliance of various beneficial 
legislations so as to deprive the workers of the benefits 
there under. If the contract is not genuine the alleged 
contract labour should be treated as the employees of 
the principal employer who shall be directed to regularize 
the services of the contract labour in the concerned 
establishment. In the instant case it is proven fact that 
the contractors are mere name givers and job lenders. 
The workman work under the control and supervision of 
the management. 

It has been held in AIR 1953 SC 404 that if a master 
employs a servant and authorize him to employ a number 
of persons to do a particular job and to guarantee their 
fidelity and efficiency for cash consideration, the 
employees thus appointed by the servant will be equally 
with the employer servant of the masters. In the instant 
case there is no servant to employ a number of persons. 
The name of the contractor is fake one. The wrokmen 
have been retained in the service of the management 
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since 1993. 27 workmen have been working continuously 
since 1993 and they have become an asset to the 
management. 

It has been held in 1997 AIR SCW Page 430 that 
the industrial adjudicator should decide whether there is 
valid contract or it is a mere ruse/camouflage and if it is 
found that the contractor is only a name lender the 
management should be directed to regularize the workmen, 
in JT 2003 (1) SC 465—the Hon'ble Supremen Court has 
held that industrial adjudication is appropriate remedy 
for the alleged contract workers. In (2000) I SCC 126— 
the Hon'ble Supreme Court has held that there are multiple 
pragmatic approach/factors which should be considered 
in deciding employer and employee relationship. 
According to the criteria there should be control and 
integration. The management has doubtless control over 
the alleged contractor’s men as they work in the 
establishment of the management. They are integrated to 
the service of the management. There are no terms and 
conditions of the contract so there is master and servant 
relationship. The creation of contract labour is only sham 
and camouflage and the employer cannot be relieved of 
his liabilities. According to this judgement of the Hon'ble 
Supreme Court at least 23 workmen are the employees of 
the management. There is employer and employee 
relationship. 

In JT 1999 (2) SC 435—the Hon’ble Supreme Court 
has held that if the work is of the perennial nature or of 
sufficient duration, contract workers shall be considered 
to be the direct employees of the management and they 
are entitled to be absorbed permanently as employees 
of the management. The work in the instant case, no 
doubt, is of perennial nature as the workmen have been 
continuously working since 1993. It is for sufficient 
duration. So the alleged contractor’s men will become the 
servant of the management. The management has some 
vested interest i.e. why the management is continuing 
the workmen since 1993 and in order to veil this reality 
the management is giving the name of several contractors 
every year. The management is doing violent injustice 
to the workmen. They have been deprived of the 
facilities and emoluments of regular employees since 1993. 
The intermediary has been introduced in order to deprive 
the workmen of their rights. The work is not of seasonal 
nature. Such workmen should not be deprived of their 
legitimate right. 

The Ministry of Labour has abolished contract 
labour system in the management but still the management 
is continuing the same process. It prima facedly proves 
that the management has some vested interest and it is 
exploiting the workmen and is engaged in unwholesome 
labour practice. There cannot be a more serious and 
glaring violation of the beneficial legislation of the 
Contract labour (Regulation & Abolition) Act, 1970. 

It was submitted from the side of the management 


that the workmen are the contractor’s men and this 
Tribunal has not jurisdiction to regularize the workmen. 
Only the Central Government can abolish the contract 
labour and direct for regularization of the contractor’s 
men. There is no merit in the argument of the management. 
The Hon’ble Supreme Court in a Catena of cases has 
decided that it the duty of industrial adjudicator to 
examine and give findings whether contract labour a 
sham and a mere camouflage to evade the responsibility 
of the management. It is admitted case that 23 workmen 
have been working continuously since 1993. 

In Pollock Law of Torts a servant and an 
independent contractor has been defined as under :— 

The distinction between a servant and a 
independent contractor has been the subject matter 
of a large volume of case-law from which the text¬ 
book writers on torts have attempted to lay down 
some general tests. For example, in Pollock’s Low 
of Torts, (Pages 62 & 63 of Pollock on torts, 15th 
Edn.) the distinction has thus been brought out : 

“A master is one who not only prescribes to 
the workman the end of his work, but directs 
or at any moment may direct the means also, 
or, as it has been put, retains the power of 
controlling the work, a servant is a person 
subject to the command of his master as to 
the manner in which he shall do his work.... 
. , An independent contractor is one who 
undertakes to produce a given result but so 
that in the actual execution of the work is 
not under the order or control of the person 
for whom he does it, and may use his own 
discretion in things not specified beforehand 


In Salmond’s Treatise on the Law of Torts the 
distinction between a servant and independent contractor 
has been indicated as under :— 

“What then, is the test of this distinction between 
a servant and an independent contractor? The test 
is the existence of a right of control over the agent 
in respect, of the manner in which his work is to be 
done. A servant is an agent who works under the 
supervision and direction of his employer; an 
independent contractor is one who is his own 
master. A servant is a person engaged to obey his 
employer’s orders from time to time; an independent 
contractor is a person engaged to do certain work, 
but to exercise his own discretion as to the mode 
and time of doing it—he is bound by his contract, 
but not by his employer’s orders.” 

In the instant case the workmen performed the 
duties of watch and ward under the supervision, direction 
and the presence of the employer and not of the 
contractor. The security purposes of watching and 
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guarding the premises of the management is perennial in 
nature.The management retains the power of controlling 
the work so the workmen are the employees of the 
respondent/management. The test regarding independent 
contractor and intermediaries have been laid down in 
Hussainabhai, Calicut V. the Alath Factory Thezhilali 
Union Kozhikode [(AIR 1978 SC 1410 (3 Judges)] “the 
true test may, with brevity, be indicated once again. 
Where a worker or group of workers labours to produce 
goods or services and these goods or services are for 
the business of another, that other is, in fact, the employer. 
He has economic control over the workers subsistence, 
skill, and continued employment. If he, for any reason, 
chokes off, the worker is, virtually, laid off. The presence 
of intermediate contractors with whom the workers have 
immediate or direct relationship ex contractu is of no 
consequence when, on lifting the veil or looking at the 
conspectus of factors governing employment, we discern 
the naked truth, though draped in different perfect 
paper arrangement, that the real employer is the 
management, not the immediate contractor. Myriad 
devices, halfhidden in fold after fold of legal form 
depending on the degree of concealment needed, the 
type of industry, the local conditions and the like may be 
■resorted to when labour legislation casts welfare 
obligations on the real employer, based on Articles 38, 
39, 42, 43 and 43~A of the Constitution. The Court must 
be astute to avoid the mischief and achieve the purpose 
of the law and not be misled by the maya of legal 
appearances.” 

This case law has been affirmed by the Constitution 
Bench Judgment in Steel Authority of India. In case the 
security job chokes off, the workmen would be laid off. 
Such contract is prohibited, it is not a contract for a 
given result. 

My attention was drawn to the Constitution Bench 
Judgment in Scale (2006) 4 Scale. It has been held in this 
case as under :— 

“A. Public employment in a sovereign socialist 
secular democratic republic, has to be as set down 
by the Constitution and the laws made thereunder. 
Our constitutional scheme envisages employment 
by the Government and its instrumentalities on the 
basis of a procedure established in that behalf. 
Equality of opportunity is the hallmark and the 
Constitution has provided also for affirmative action 
to ensure that enequals are not treated equals. 
Thus, any public employment has to be in terms 
of the constitutional scheme. 

B, A sovereign Government, considering the 
economic situation in the country and the work to 
be got done, is not precluded from making 
temporary appointments or engaging workers on 
daily wages. Going by a law newly enacted, the 
National Rural Employment Guarantee Act, 2005, 


the object is to give employment to at least one 
member of a family for hundred days in an year, on 
paying wages as fixed under that Act. But, a regular 
process of recruitment or appointment has to be 
resorted to, when regular vacancies in posts, at a 
particular point of time, are to be filled up and the 
filling up of those vacancies cannot be done in a 
haphazard manner or based on patronage or other 
considerations. Regular appointment must be the 
rule.” 

It was submitted that in view of this Constitution 
Bench Judgment an employee cannot be regularized even 
if he has worked for any number of years. 

My attention was drawn to another Constitution 
Bench Judgement—Steel Authority of India. It has been 
held as under :— 

“Where a workman is hired in or in connection 
with the work of an establishment by the principal 
employer through a contractor, he merely acts as 
an agent so there will be master and servant 
relationship between the principal employer and 
the workmen. But where a workman is hred in or in 
connection with the work of an establishment by 
a contractor, either because he has undertaken to 
produce a given result for the establishment or 
because he supplies workmen for any work of the 
establishment, a question might arise whether the 
contract is a mere camouflage as in Hussainabhai 
Calicut’s case (supra) and in Indian Petrochemicals 
Corporation’s case (supra) etc; if the answer is in 
the affirmative, the workmen will be in fact an 
employee of the principal employer, but if the answer 
is in the negative, the workmen will be a contract 
labourer.” 

In the instant case the workmen have not been 
hired in connection with the work of a contractor but 
they have been hired by the contractor for the work of 
the respondents. So in the instant case there is contract 
of service between the principal employer and the 
workmen. In view of the judgment the workmen become 
the employees of the management. 

The Constitution Bench Judgment of Steel 
Authority of India is squarely applicable in the instant 
case. In JT 2001 (7) SC 268 it has been held that “121(5) 
On issuance of prohibition notification under Section 10(1) 
of the CLRA Act prohibiting employment of Contract 
Labour or otherwise, in an industrial dispute brought 
before it by any contract labour in regard to conditions 
of service, the industrial adjudicator will ha.ve to consider 
the question whether the contractor has been interposed 
either on the ground of having undertaken to produce 
any given result for the establishment or for supply of 
contract labour for work of the establishment under a 
genuine conract or is a mere ruse/camouflage to evade 
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compliance with various beneficial legislations so as to 
deprive the workers of the benefit thereunder. If the 
contract is found to be not genuine but a mere camouflage, 
the so-called contract labour will have to be treated as 
employees of the principal employer who shall be directed 
to regularize the services of the contract labouf in the 
establishment concerned/’ 

It has been held in this case that whether there Is 
prohibition of contract labour or otherwise the industrial 
adjudicator will have to consider the question and in 
case the contract appears ruse and camouflage to evade 
compliance with various beneficial legislations the so 
called contract labour will have to be treated as the 
employee of the principal employer and he shall be 
directed to regularize the services of the cofttfaCt workers, 

Engagement of contract workers for perennial arid 
regular nature of job is prohibited. The security functions 
is a perennial nature of job. So long as the respondents 
exists there would be need of security for them, SO the 
work is of existing, continuous and perennial in nature 
for such work contract workers cannot be employed, 

“According to well recognisation definition Of 
contract it is an agreement for a given feSiilt. The result 
should be visible. Contract labourers can be engaged for 
the work of contractor only and not for the WOrk of any 
establishment. In the present case the work is Of the 
establishment and not of the contractor. The term supply 
of labour by a contractor is against human dignity. No 
one can be a supplier of human labour to any 
establishment. It is the duty of State to give employment 
to citizen and not of the contractors. Contractors cannot 
supply labour to any establishment.” 

In view of the above discussion it becomes quite 
obvious that the contractors workmen in the instant ease 
have been retained all along and contractors have been 
changed. So the contractor is only a label of a bottle. 
This labei is changed from time to time but the contents 
of the bottle always remain the same. The contractors 
have been charged and the workmen have been retained. 
Such a system is inhuman. The contractors are the direct 
employees of the respondent/management and they 
deserve to be regularized. The law cited by the 
management is not applicable in facts and circumstances 
of the present case. 

The reference is replied thus :— 

The demand of the Union that the services of the 
contract labourers namely Shri Prithvi Raj and others 
working as Security Guards in the premises of the 
management of Indian Oil Corporation Limited be 
regularized w.e.f. the date of their joining (as shown 
against their name as per list enclosed) by 
the management of Indian Oil Corporation Limited 
who is the principal employer is justified. The respondent/ 


management is directed to regularize the workmen 
within two months from the date of the publication of the 

award. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Dated : 06-09-2006 R.N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S.O. 4118. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 13/ 
2005) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Emakuiam now as shown in the Armexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of Air India and their workman, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21‘9-2006. 

[No. L.-11012/18/2005-lRC(C-l)j 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERANAKULAM 

PRESENT *. Shri P.L. Robert, BA., L.L.B., 
Presiding Officer 

(Wednesday the 06 day of September, 2006 
L D. No. 13/2005. 

Workman/Union P. Ramesh S/o Palappan 
Piranivilai House 
Pacode Post, Vilarancode Taluk 
Kanyakumari District 
Tamil Nadu. 

Adv. Shri Sanu S. Panicker 

Management The Assistant General Manager 
(Personal), 

Air India 

Unity Complex, Pallavarm, 

Chennai-43. 

Adv. Shri Joseph Kodianthara. 


3188GI/2006—14 
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AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government 
under Section 10(1) (d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
for adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Air 
India in stopping Shri P. Ramesh, casual loader 
from work is justified? If not, to what relief is the 
workman entitled?”. 

2. The facts in brief are as follows:— 

According to the -petitioner he was working as 
casual labourer in Air India, Trivandrum as Handyman 
from 8-5-2002 to 3-5-2004. Thereafter he was not allowed 
to enter the working place and gate pass was not issued 
to him. No valid reasons were disclosed to him for not 
allowing him to work. He was not given any order of 
termination. Thereafter the management appointed fresh 
casual labourers. The workman made a representation on 
12-6-2004 for taking him back for work. There was no 
response. Thereafter the management told the workman 
that some other person was selected in the place of the 
claimant. About 20 persons were appointed as casual 
labourers after termination the service of the claimant. A 
request by the claimant for experience certificate was 
rejected ,by the management. The conduct of the 
management amounts to unfair labour practice. Persons 
like the claimant were directed to be regularized by an 
order of Industrial Tribunal, Madras. Due to the 
employment in Air India the registration of the claimant 
in the employment exchange was cancelled by the 
employment exchange. Therefore the claimant was not 
able to seek further employment in any other 
department. For the wrongful act of the management 
the claimant is entitled for compensation. The claimant 
is entitled to be reinstated and to get compensation 
for mental agony, loss of employment and wrongful 
act of the management. 

3. The management filed written statement 
contending that the claimant was a casual worker in 
respondent’s establishment. He has no right to raise an 
industrial dispute. The reference is not maintainable. Fresh 
recruitments are banned by the Ministry. The need for 
engagement of casual workers is fluctuating and not 
uniform. The claimant was engaged as casual labourer 
from August, 2002 to May 2003 intermintently for 
107 days only. There was no requirements thereafter. It 
is not correct to say that the claimant worked till 
3-5-2004. Being a casual labourer no right for appointment 
accrues to him. The appointment in Air India is made 
after advertisement. There is no practice of issuing 
c ' .vrience certificate to casual workers. After May, 2003 
ttie claimant had never approached the respondents 
seeking continuance in service. He has no legal right for 
employment and cannot question engagement of other 
casual workers. He is also not entitled for regularization. 


Since there was no requirement of engaging the claimant 
after May, 2003 he cannot claim wages thereafter. The 
claimant is not entitled to any relief. 

4. In the light of tha above pleadings, the following 
points arise for consideration: 

(1) Is the reference maintainable? 

(2) Is the termination of service legal? 

(3) To what relief the workman is entitled? 

The evidence consists of the oral testimony of 
WW1 & WW2 and documentary evidence of Exts. W1 
to W7(a) on the side of petitioner and MW1 on the side 
of management. 

5. Point No. (1): 

The workman was engage^ as casual labourer in 
Air India at Trivandrum admittedly. His services were 
stopped by the management abruptly without notice. 
The workman raised an industrial dispute and that was 
referred to this court by the Central Government u/s 
10(lXd) of I.D. Act. The management is now questioning 
the maintainability of the reference. According to them 
no industrial dispute can be raised by a casual labourer. 
Section 2(s) of I.D. Act defines workman which is a very 
wide definition and takes in also casual worker. Section 
2A says that when an employer discharges, dismisses, 
retrenches or otherwise terminates the service of an 
individual workman, any dispute arising out of such 
discharge, dismissal etc. shall be deemend to be an 
industrial dispute not withstanding that, ho other workman 
or any union of workmen is a party to the dispute. Thus 
after the enactment of Section 2A it is not necessary 
that a dispute relating to the dismissal, discharge, 
retrenchment etc. of a workman must be sponsored by a 
trade union or a substantial number of workmen 
(1961-I-L.L.J. 834 (SC) Ram Razak Vishwakarma v. 
Industrial Tribunal). Besides it is held in workmen v. 
Hindustan Lever Ltd. (1984) 4 SCC 392 at paragraph 1 & 
4 as follows:— 

“1. It is most unfortunate that all those unhealthy 
and injudicious practices resorted to for unduly 
delaying the culmination of civil proceedings have 
stealthily crept in, for reasons not unknown, in the 
adjudication of industrial disputes for the resolution 
of which an informal forum and simple procedure 
were devised with the avowed object of keeping 
them free from the dilatory practices of civil courts. 
Times without number this Court, to quote only 
two D.P. Maheswari v. Delhi Administration and 

5. K. Verma v. Mahesh Chandra disapproved the 
practice of raising frivolous preliminary objections 
at the instance of the employer to delay and defeat 
by exhausting the workman the outcome of the 
dispute yet we have to deal with the same situation 
in this appeal by special leave. 
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4. Section 10(1) confers power on the appropriate 
government to refer an existing or apprehended 
industrial dispute, amongst others, to the Industrial 
Tribunal for adjudication. The dispute therefore, 
which can be referred for adjudication, of necessity, 
has to be an industrial dispute which would clothe 
the appropriate Government with power to make 
the reference, and the Industrial Tribunal to 
adjudicate it.” 

In the light of the above decision as well as in view 
of the definition of workmans 2(s) and the provision 
u/s-2A of the Act the contention of the 
management, challenging the maintainability of the 
reference, is not tenable and the point is answered 
against the management. 

6. Points No. (2) & (3) : 

The workman was a casual labourer posted as 
Handyman on 8-5-2002 at Trivandrum Airport. According 
to the workman he continued to work as casual labourer 
till 3-5-2004 for a total number of 275 days. The 
management disagrees and denies the duration of the 
period. According to them though he started working 
from 8-2-2002 his services were dispensed with by May, 
2003 and total number of days he had worked is only 107. 
Other than reiterating the contention of the workman 
when he was in the box no documentary evidence is 
produced to prove that he did work till 3-5-2004. The 
only piece of evidence that is available on record regarding 
his length of service is Ext. W3 dated 3-4-2003. It is a 
Photostat copy of cheque issued by the management 
towards remuneration for certain period prior to 3-4-2003. 
No other cheques are produced by the workman. If he 
had worked after 3-4-2003 and had received remuneration 
there must be record to show that. Besides it is stated 
in the claim statement that he is entitled to get arrears of 
salary from 1-5-2003 to 3-5-2004. Other than the contention 
in the claim statement it appears that no demand was 
made to the management to pay the wages for the period 
from 1-5-2003 to 3-5-2004. It is arrears for a year. Yet he 
did not make a demand. Ext. W1 is a letter dated 
12-6-2004 sent to the management by the workman 
requesting for continuance in service and issuance of 
entry pass and also requesting for an experience certificate. 
Yet he did not claim arrears of wages that he claims now. 
It is for the first time that a demand for arrears of wages 
is made in the claim statement. He had also submitted an 
application for appointment (Ext. W2 dt. 6-12-2004). No 
entry pass for the period after May, 2003 till 3-5-2004 is 
produced or at least the latest entry pass, is produced to 
show that he was working till 3-5-2004. The management 
has emphatically denied the claim of the workman that he 
was working so long, as claimed by him. WW2 was 
examined to prove that after stopping the service of the 
workman, in his place WW2 was appointed. But then 
WW2 was in box he said that he was taken by Air India 
on 29-8-2003 and he worked there till 31-3-2004. He has 


produced entry pass Ext. W5, copy of application Ext. 
■W6 and copies of two cheques showing receipt of 
remuneration from Air India, Exts. W7 & W7(a). In the 
cross-examination he said that during the period WW2 
worked in Air India the claimant was not working there. 


nr) > , 


__ !?r 

a nnoJ«r| ... sfl &cJ 

. .6fo.aU f~> 3 . I 


Thus the very witness who has to support the 
claimant has given evidence which is against him. If the 
claimant has worked till 3-5-2004, even before his 
termination WW2 was terminated on 31-3-2004. Hence 
the claimant cannot say that WW2 was employed in his 
vacancy. Besides, as I have already mentioned there is 
absolutely no record to show that the claimant had been 
working till 3-5-2004. The date admitted by the 
management is May, 2003. If that be so, the number of 
days the claimant had worked was only 
107 days as contended by the management and not 275 
days as contended by the claimant. According to the 
management the work was intermittent and not 
continuous. Though the claimant when he was in the box 
denied that his work was not continuous, it is evident 
from the very claim statement that though he was working 
from 8-2-2002 to 3-5-2004 the total number of days he 
claims to have worked is only 275 (during a period of two 
years). It means that the work was not continuous, but 
only intermittent. Since the claimant has failed to produce 
sufficient materials to prove how long he had been 
working, it is not possible to accept his contention that 
he was working for 275 days. In the circumstances the 
case of management has to be accepted. Hence I find 
that the claimant has worked only for 107 days. 

7. Section 2(s) of I.D.. Act defines workman. It is a 
very wide definition and takes in also casual worker. 
Section 2(oo) defines retrenchment as follows: 
“2(oo). “retrenchment” means the termination by 
the employer of the service of a workman for any 
reason whatsoever, otherwise than as a punishment 
inflicted by way of disciplinary action but does not 
include — 

(a) voluntary retirement of the workman; or 

(b) retirement of the workman on reaching the 
age of superannuation if the contract of 
employment between the employer and die 
workman concerned contains a stipulation in 
that behalf; or 

(bb) termination of the service of the workman as 
a result of the non-renewal of the contract of 
employment between the employer and the 
workman concerned on its expiry or of such 
contract being terminated under a stipulation 
in that behalf contained therein; or 
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(c) termination of the service of a workman on 
the ground of continued ill-health;’ 

Section 25F refers to conditions precedent to 
retrenchment of a workman. It refers to three conditions 
to be applied before retrenchment namely, that he should 
be given one month’s notice in writing or in lieu of 
notice, wages for the period of notice, that he should be 
paid retrenchment compensation equivalent to 15 day’s 
average pay for every completed year of continuous 
service and that notice has to be given to appropriate 
government. 

Section 25B defines continuous service. The 
relevant portion of the Section reads as follows; 

“25B. Definition of contininous service. For the 
purposes of this Chapter, 

(1) a workman shall be said to be in continuous 
service for a period if he is, for that period, 
in uninterrupted service, including service 
which may be interrupted on account of 
sickness or authorized leave or an accident 
or a strike which is not illegal, or a lock-out 
or a cessation of work which is not due to 
any fault on the part of the workman; 

(2) where a workman is not in continuous service 
within the meaning of clause (1) for a period 
of one year or six months, he shall be deemed 
to be in continuous service under an 
employer 

(a) for a period of one year, if the workman, 
during a period of twelve calendar 
months preceding the date with 
reference to which calculation is to be 
made, has actually worked under the 
employer for not less than— 

(0 . 

(ii). Two hundred and forty days, in any 
other case;” 

None of the other clauses of Section 25B is 
applicable in the instant case. Though the claimant is a 
workman defined U/s 2(s) of the Act unless he has put 
in service of 240 days during the period of 12 calendar 
months preceding his termination he will not be covered 
by Section 25F of the Act in order to claim notice or 
wages in lieu of notice or retrenchment compensation. So 
far as the present case is concerned, the claimant has 
workmed onl/107 days during the whole peiod of his 
service from 8-5-2002 to May, 2003. Hence he has no 
right under the provisions of I.D. Act for compensation 
of any kind. 

7. The question of absorption or regularization does 
not arise at all as he was merely a casual employee and 
in view of the recent detvuon of Hon’ble Supreme Court 
in ‘Secretary State of Karnataka v. Umadevi (2006) 4SCC 
1’. In paragraphs 28, 29, 43 & 47 it is observed that no 


ad hoc and contract labour or casual employee or 
temporary employee shall be entitled for reinstatement or 
regularization even if they were working for more than 
one year. It is held that if the appointment is contractual 
appointment it comes to an end at the end of the contract. 
If it is an engagement or appointment on daily wage or 
casual basis the same would come to an end when it is 
discontinued. Similarly a temporary employee could not 
claim to be made permanent on the expiry of his term of 
appointment. It is clarified that merely because a temporary 
employee or a casual wage worker is continued for a time 
beyond the term of appointment, he would not be entitled 
to be absorbed in regular service or made permanent 
merely on the strength of such continuance if the original 
appointment was not made by following a due process 
of selection as envisaged by the relevant rules. It is not 
open to the court to prevent regular recruitment at the 
instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employement has come to an end or of ad hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment do not 
acquire any right (para 43). 

8. The learned counsel for the claimant relied on 
the decision in State of Haryana, v. Piara Singh (1992) 
4 SCC 118 to canvass for a position that a casual employee 
shall not be substituted by another casual employee, but 
only by a regular employee. But in this case the main 
issue that was discussed, was regularization. No. doubt, 
in paragraph 46 of the judgement it is observed that ad 
hoc or temporary employee should not be replaced by 
another ad hoc or temproray employee and that he should 
be replaced only by a regularly selected employee. This 
was to avoid arbitrary action on the part of appointing 
authority. This observation was made while mentioning 
that an ad hoc employee or temporary employee may, like 
any other applicant, compete in the test for regular 
recruitment. So far as the claimant is concerned, he was 
in the service of Air India till May 2003. WW2 who is 
said to be a substitute for the claimant had joined the 
service of Air India on 29-8-2003 and he worked there till 
31-3-2004. It is after 3 months of the termination of the 
service of claimnat that WW2 was taken. No doubt he 
deposed that he was taken in service in place of the 
claimant. Other than his statement there is no other 
supporting evidence. The management has denied that 
WW2 was a substitute for the claimant. It is after 
3 months that WW2 was taken and posted in the loading 
Section. There were other casual workers like the claimant 
and WW2 in the same section of the department. It is 
contended in the claim statement that about 240 casual 
workers were engaged by the management after the 
appointment of claimant and 20 casual workers in the 
loading section were taken after the termination of the 
claimant. There is no material to prove the same. The 
appointment of WW2 was 3 months after the termination 
of service of the claimant and appointment was on casual 
basis. There is no record to prove that WW2 was a 
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substitute for the claimant. The claimant cannot blow hot 
and cold at the same time, saying that he had worked till 
3-5-2004 and that WW2 was taken as a substitute for 
him. This case of the claimant is inconsistent and cannot 
go together. There were a number of casual workers in 
the same section where claimant was working. Some were 
terminated and some were taken afresh. Without sufficient 
records it is not possible to say that WW2, engaged 
after a gap of 3 months from the date of termination of 
the service of claimant-, is a substitute for claimant. In 
the light of the above circumstances and reasons I find 
that the claimant has not acquired any right whatsoever 
either for reinstatement as casual labourer or for 
regulariztion or for retrenchment compensation. He has 
not even bothered to claim wage arrears said to have 
been not paid by Air India for a period of one year. There 
is not illegality in teminating the service of the claimant. 
Being a casual worker, his service came to an end the 
moment he was no more engaged by the managment. he 
has no right whatsoeve under the^provision of I.D. Act 
and hence he is not entitled to any relief. 

8. In the result, an award is passed finding that the 
action of the management in stopping the service of 
casual worker, Shri P. Ramesh is legal and justified and 
the workman is not entitled to any relief. No. costs. The 
award will take effect one months after its publication in 
the official Gazette. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, tanscribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 6th 
day of September, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 
APPENDIX 

Witness for the Union: 

WW1- P. Ramesh 

WW2- G.N. Sisubalan 

Witness for the Managment: 

MW1- S. Iyyaswami. 

Exhibits for the Union: 

Wl- Photostat copy of letter dated 12-6-2004 sent 
by workman to management. 

W2- Photostat copy of applicantion dated 6-2-2004 
submitted by workman to management. 

W3- Photostat copy of cheque dated 3-4-2003 issued 
by managment to workman. 

W4- Photostat copy of advertisement dated 
23-2-2004 published in a Tamil Daily. 

W5- Photostat copy of Daily Permit issued to Shri 
Sisubalan. 

W6- Photostat copy of application dated 8-8-2003 
submitted by Shri Sisubalan to the Bureau of 
Civil Aviation Security. 

W7- Photostat copy of Cheque dated 6-10-2003 
issued to Shri Sisubalan by management. 


W7(a>- Photostat copy of cheque dated 5-3-2004 issued 
to Shri Sisubalan by management 

Exhibits for the Management: 

Nil. 
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New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S,0, 4119, —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 77/ 
2001) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of BCCL and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-9-2006. 

[No. L.-20012/599/2000-IR(C-I] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

(NO. 1) DHANB AD 

In the matter of a reference under section 
10(l)(d)&(2A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 77 of 2001 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Sijua area of M/s. BCCL 

And their Workmen 

PRESENT : SHRI SARJU PRASAD, Presiding officer. 

APPEARANCES; 

For the Employers : Shri D. K. Verma, Adv. 

For the workman : Shri S.C. Gout Adv. 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, 31-8-2006 
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AWARD 

By order No. L. 20012/599/2000-(C-I), dated, 16-3- 
2001 the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour 
has, in exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of 
Section (1) and Sub-section (2A) of sub-section 10 of 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 referred the following 
dispute for adjudication of this Tribunal, 

“Whether the action of the management of BCCL, 

Sijua Area in dismissing Sh. Jagdish Saw from 

service w.e.f. 10-11-99 is legal just and proper? If 

not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

2. This case is pending since 17-4-2003 for taking 
proper step by the sponsoring union. 

It appears from the record that the concerned 
workman Sri Jagdish Saw was dismissed from service, 
who is dead now. He was dismissed from service because 
a false death certificate was filed stating that he had died 
during service and his legal heir have opted for the 
retiral-cum-death benefit but it was transpired that the 
death certificate is false. Then, he was charge-sheeted 
and dismissed from service after enquiry. 

Now, it has been again submitted that he had died 
in the year 2003 but none had appeared to be substituted 
in his place. Sri S.C. Gour who was the Adv. for the 
sponsoring union has stated that he had no instruction 
from the sponsoring union. He had already withdrawn 
his authority. 

The management has examined witness in support 
of fair and proper domestic enquiry which has not been 
controverted by the sponsoring union. 

Therefore, it appears that the concerned workman 
was dismissed from service after holding fair and proper 
domestic enquiry upon proved charges of misconduct of 
commiting fraud upon the management. Since, concerned 
workman had died, There is no industrial dispute existing 
now. 

In the result, I render NO DISPUTE AWARD 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer. 
Rf 22 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S.O. 4120. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 141/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of BCCL and their workmen, 
which was received by the Central Government on 
21-9-2006. 

[No. L-20012/475/98-lR(C-l] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRreUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

(No.l) DHANBAD 

In the matter of a reference under Section 
10(l)(d)&(2A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

Reference No. 141 of 99 

PARTIES: Employers in relation to the management of 
Kusunda Area of M/s. BCCL 
And 

their workman 
Present : Shri Sarju Prasad, 

Presiding Officer. 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Employers : Shri H. Nath, Adv. 

For the workman : None 

State : Jharkhand Industry : Coal 

Dated, 31-8-2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L. 20012/475/98-lR(C-I), dated, 4-6-99 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of powers conferred by clause (d) of Section (I) 
and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication 
of this Tribunal. 

“Whether the action of the management of 

Kusunda Area of M/s. BCCL dismissing Sh. Harish 

Chandra Prasad, Dumper Khalasi of Khas Kusunda 

Colliery w.e.f. 5-8-90 is justified? If not, what relief 

the workman is entitled to?” 

2. This reference was received on 15-6-99, but till 
date sponsoring union/concemed workman has not filed 
any written statement. Notices were issued to the 
sponsoring union by speed post on 24-7-2006 but inspite 
of that no written statement has been filed. Therefore, it 
appears that there is no dispute existing now. 

Therefore, 1 render NO. DISPUTE AWARD. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi) the 22nd Sqjtember, 2006 

S.O. 4121.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 155/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Dhanbad I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Goverriiment on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-20012/135/99-IR (C-I)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT (No. 1), 
DHANBAD. 

In the matter of a reference under Section 10 (1) (d) & 
(2 A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

REFERENCE No. 155 of 99 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Amlabad Colliery of M/s. BCCL 

And 

Their workman 

Present: Shri Sarju Prasad,Presiding Officer. 

Appearances: 

For the Employer: Shri H. Nath, Adv. 

For the Workman: None. 

State : Jharkhand : Industry: Coal 

Dated, 30-8-2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L-200l2/135/99-IR(C-I), dated 16-7-99 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Section 
(1) and sub-section (2A)of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to 
this Tribunal. 

4 ‘ 9RI Rt. 7TL Rel, 99919 % 319999 ^9T7T 
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2. This reference has been received on 3-8-99 and till 
date the sponsoring union/concerned workman has not 
filled any written statement/statement of claims. Notices 
were issued to the sponsoring union, by speed post on 
24-7-2006 but inspite of that no one appeared on behalf of 
the sponsoring union/concerned workman. Therefore, it 
appears that there is no industrial dispute existing now. 

Therefore, I submit a NO DISPUTE AWARD. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 

22 RldHC 2006 
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New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S.O. 4122. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 109/ 
1998) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, New Delhi-II now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of Hindustan Petroliam Co. Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-30012/103/97-1R (C-I)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM- 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

PRESIDING OFFICER :R.N. RAI. 

I.D. NO.109/1998 
IN THE MATTER OF:- 

Shri Nandan Singh (Refuelling Operator) Deceased, 

L/R Mrs. Devki Devi, 

C/o. Shri Daya Chand, 

Property Dealer, 

Mahipalpur, 

New Delhi-110037. 
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Versus 

The Management of Hindustan 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd., 

Through the General Manager (Marketing), 

North Zone, Jeevan Bharti Building, 

11th Floor, Tower-I, Connaught Circus, 

New Delhi-110001. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-30012/103/ 
97-IR (Coal-I) Central Government Dated 17-04-1998 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

‘ ‘Whether in the circumstances of case reduction in 

scale from M-07 to M-05 of Shri Nandan Singh, 

Refuelling Operator is justified? If not, to what releif 

is the workman entitled?” 

The Workmen applicant has filed claim statement in 
the claim statement it has been stated that M/s. Hindustan 
Petroleum Corporation Ltd,, hereinafter referred to as the 
“Management” is one of the leading Oil Companies, 
incorporated under the companies Act. The Management 
is engaged in the marketing and distribution of Petroleum 
products, having their zonal office for the North Zone at 
Jeevan Bharati Building, Connaught Circus, New Delhi- 
110001. That the workmen is question—Shri Nandan Singh 
Employee No. 994672-Refuelling Operator; Shri Jaskaran 
Singh Employee No. 541135—Heavy Vehicle Driver & Shri 
A.K.. Pathania Employee No. 541273—T/T Helper are 
employed by the Management and are working for a number 
of years as regular and confirmed employees under the 
Management in the North zone presently headed by Shri 
S.P. Chaudhary, General Manager, North Zone of Hindustan 
Petroleum Corporation. 

That the workmen are members of Petroleum workers, 
union, a registered trade union recognised by the 
Management. 

That the workman Shri Nandan Singh was suspended 
pending enquiry vide order dated 25-3-1990 by the 
Management. He was issued a charge-sheet dated 
9-4-1990. The charges were denied by the workman and 
the Management ordered an enquiry vide G.M.O. North 
Zone’s letter MNZ:MSL: PEPRS dated 19th June, 1990, 
After the enquiry, the Disciplinary Authority Shri R. Dhir 
revoked the suspension of the workman and imposed a 
penalty of ‘demotion from the position of Refuelling 
Operator—Grade M-07 to Crewman in Grade M-05. It was 
further ordered that Shri Nandan Singh will not be paid any 
salary and other benefits for the suspension period. The 
workman appealed against the order of the Disciplinary 
Authority to the Appellate Authority—Shri D.S. Mathur— 
Director Marketing (Officiating). The appellate authority 
vide order dated July 11, 1995 upheled the order of the 
Disciplinary Authority in a Mechanical manner and with a 
biased and prejudicial mind without considering the facts 


and the law; demoting the workman from the position of 
Refuelling Operator to Crewman in Grade M-05, and that 
the workman will not get any salary and other benefits for 
the suspension period. 

Shri Jaskaran Singh & Shri A.K. Pathania were also 
suspended pending enquiry vide order dated 22-2-1991. 
The Management issued charge-sheets to the workmen 
vide G.M.O. North Zone’s order No. MSL/PERS dated 
29-4-1991. The charges were denied by the workman and 
the Management ordered an enquiry vide G.M.O. North 
Zone’s letters No. MN A/MSL/PERS dated 12-6-1991. After 
the enquiry, the Disciplinary Authority Shri R. Dhir revoked 
the suspension of the workmen and imposed a penalty of 
demotion from H.V. Driver (Grade M-07) to Depot General 
Workman (Grade M-03) on Shri Jaskaran Singh and imposed 
a penalty of demotion from T/T Helper (Grade M-03) to 
General Workman (Grade M-01) on Shri A.K. Pathania. It 
was further ordered that the wages and other benefits for 
the suspension peiod i.e. from 22-2-1991 till the date of 
Joining—(12-8-1994) will not be payable to them. 

The workmen appealed against these orders to the 
appellate authority. The appellate authority Shri H.L. Zutshi 
Director Marketing ordered on March 31,1995—“I hereby 
modeify the order of the Disciplinary Authority one 
increment without cumulative effect” in the respective 
orders to Shri Jaskaran Singh and Shri A.K. Pathania. The 
workman were then directed to join on their original 
positions in Grade M-07 and Grade M-03 respectively. 

The Management kept Shri Nandan Singh under 
suspension from 15-3-1990 to 7-11-1994 pending enquiry 
and kept Shri Jaskaran Singh and Shri A. K. Pathania under 
suspension pending enquiry from 22-3-1991 to 12-8-1994 
for the alleged miconduct for which they were awarded 
punishments after domestic enquiry. 

Since the Management in addition to the punishment 
awarded of demotion from Grade M-07 to M-05 from the 
rank of Refuelling operator to on Shri Nandan Singh 
crewman; and imposing a penalty of one increment without 
cumulative effect on Shri Jaskaran singh and Sh. A.K. 
Pathania refused to treat them on duty during the period 
of suspension and refused to make payment of their 
entitlements to the same wages as they would have received 
if they had not been placed under suspension after 
deducting the subsistence allowance paid to them for such 
period, under the provision of Ind. Employment (standing 
orders) Act, 1946 and rules framed thereunder. An Ind. 
Dispute was raised and their dispute was seized in 
Conciliation on 7-11-1997. 

That the Corporation is covered under the Industrial 
Employment (standing orders) Act, 1946, and the Model 
standing orders were applicable to the Corporation, till the 
draft standing orders proposed got certified by the 
Corporation were in appeal before the appellate Authority— 
the Chief Labour Commissioner (Central) and were 
disposed of by him vide his orders dated 7-6-1995 and 
received by the union on or about 26-6-1995 Section 7 of 
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the Industrial Employment (S.O.) Act, 1946 provides that 
in cases “where an appeal against the certified standing 
orders is preferred, the operation of standing orders shall 
come into opration tin the expirry of seven days from the 
date on which copies of the order tif the appellate authority 
are sent under sub section (2) of Section 6 of the Act /' 

That the Corporation signed Long Term Settlements 
with the Union for and on behrilf of their workman in the 
Marketing Division on 5-3-1991 and 20-5-1995, wherein it 
was agreed by the parties that the terms and conditions Of 
service prevailing prior to signing tif this settlement and 
which are not varied by this settlement shall continue as if 
specifically provided ftir in this settlement; The 
Management is, therefore, also Bound by the terms arid 
conditions of service of the workman prevailing prior to 
signing of the settlement and not varied by the said 
settlement and therefore to abide by the Model standing 
orders applicable to the Corporation at the times of sighing 
of the above settlement. 

That during the suspension period, the Management 
paid subsistence allowance at the rate of 50% of the Wdgfc§, 
which they were entitled to immediately preceding the date 
of 75% of such wages ftir the remaining period of 
suspension to all the three workman under §(£& 10-A of 
thel.E.S.O.’s Act, 1946 to affirm that Model standing orders 
were applicable to the corporation and not the certified 
standing orders, which were pending in appeal before the 
C.L.C. (C) at the time of reinstatement of the workman on 
duty. Under the Draft Standing Orders tif the Management 
pending in appeal before chief Labour Commissioner (£), 
the workmen would have beeft entitled to 100% of the wages 
after 180 days of suspension, but the Management did rttit 
make 100% payment after 180 days on the plea that till their 
appeal is not disposed of by the Chief Labour 
Commissioner (C), only Model Standing Orders are 
applicable to them. But now they are not treating the 
workman on duty and are refusing to make payment of the 
full wages of the workman under clause 14(4Xc) of the 
Model standing orders under the I.E. (S.O.’s) Act, 1946 
and rules framed thereunder. 

without prejudice to the contention that the 
punishments awarded to Shri Nandan Singh (Demotion 
from Refuelling Operator Grade M-70 to Crewman Grade 
M-05) and to Shri Jaskaran Singh and Sh. AK. Pathanla 
(Stopage of one increment without cumulative effect) were 
unreasonable and unjustified, workman were entitled to 
have been on duty during the period of suspension and 
were entitled to be same wages as they would have received 
if they had not been placed under suspension after 
deducting the subsistance allowance paid to them for such 
period after reinstatement and after awarding them 
punishment as above, after domestic enquiries under the 
I.E.S.O.ls Act. 

That under the provisions of clause 14(4) (c) of the 
Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) Act, 1946, and 
rules framed thereunder, it is provided as under:—■' 


"Provided also that where an order imposing fine or 
Stoppage of annual increment or reduction in rank is passed 
trader this clause, the workman shall be deemed to have 
been on duty during die period would have received if he 
not placed under suspension, after deducting the 
subsistence allowance paid to him for such period." 

As explained in para 7 above, the appeal against the 
draft standing orders of the Management was disposed of 
by the C.L.C. (C) vide his letter No. I.E. 5/6/90-LS. I dated 
7th June, 1995 the certified Standing Orders could only be 
made applicable after seven days as the above order under 
sec. 7 of the I.ES.O's Act, 1946 though the workman were 
reinstatement in the year 1994 much before the above order 
ofCLC(Q. 

The above order of the Chief Labour Commissioner 
(C) was also received by the Management, they were fully 
aware that the exiting Model Standing Orders were 
applicable to the Hindustan Petroleum Corporation at least 
till 14-6-1995. The action the Management therefore not 
treating the workman on duty for the suspension period 
and withholding their wages for the said period in violation 
of the Model standing orders applicable to them was 
unreasonable and unjustified, perticularly when Shri RL 
Zutshi—Director Marketing modified the orders of 
Disiplinary Authority dated 27th July, 1994 in appeal, and 
imposed a penalty of Stoppage of one increment without 
eummulative effect on Shri Jaskaran Singh and Shri AK. 
Pathfctfia did not order for withholding the payment of 
wages of workman for suspension period. 

The managment has filed Written Statement. In the 
Written Statement it has been stated that the terms of 
reference in the present case has been made by Shri Ajay 
Kumar, Desk Officer, who has no legal and valid authority 
to make the terms of reference. The terms of reference and 
the resultant proceedings are without jurisdiction. 

That the terms of reference has been made 
mechanically and without application of mind. Reference 
is also bad in law on that aceout. 

It is stated that all the three claimants namely Shri 
Nandan Singh, claimant No. 1, Shri Jaskaran Singh, claimant 
No. 2 and Shri A.K. Pathania, claimant No. 3 were in the 
services of the replying management. It is relevant to state 
that all the three claimants were suspended due to pending 
charges in past, details about the same are given hereinafter. 

The alleged union namely Petroleum Workers Union 
has no locus standi to represent employees of the replying 
management. The alleged union is creation of few 
individuals with ulterior motive of placing hurdles and 
causing disturbance in the affairs of the management. The 
Shri K. L Chhabra who in the statement of claim is alleging 
himself to be the Secretary of alleged union which is denied 
Shri K. L. Chhabra is a retired employee. He incites the 
other employees of the management for his ulterior motives. 
He is trying to invoice the management in various frivolous 
litigations. 


3188GI/2006—15 
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It is stated that the dates and suspension of the 
claimants is a matter of record and the management shall 
reply on the official record to show the true and correct 
position. The terms of reference dated 11-2-98 has been 
made by the Desk Officer is wholly without jurisdiction. 
The Desk Officer has no legal and valid authority in his 
favour for making the terms of reference. Further, the terms 
of reference as made is not an industrial dispute but 
industrial disputes of the three claimants. The terms of 
reference has been made mechanically and without 
application of mind. It is relevant to state that the 
management applied for certification of approved standing 
orders by the competent authority which was filed on or 
about October, 1988 .Vide order dated 31-1-1990 the 
certifying authority approved the stanidng orders and in 
the proceedings before the certifying authority, there were 
various unions/associations which representing almost all 
the employees to be covered by the certified standing 
orders. The union was fully satisfy with all the certified 
stnading orders. However, the alleged union namely 
Petroleum Workers Union, which is a creation of few persons 
and the paper union filed an appeal dated 19-6-1990. The 
appellate authority vide its detailed order dated 7-6-1995 
upheld the order of the certifying authority dated 
31-1-1990. It is also relevant to state that the appellate 
authority never passed any order of stay or put any 
embargo on the orders of the certifying authority. Rest of 
the contents of the Para are argumentative in nature. In 
this regard, it may also be stated that the alleged union 
namely Petroleum Workers Union has filed a writ Petiton 
being No. 3638/95 before the Honble Court of Delhi against 
the order dated 7-6-1995 of the appellate authority, which 
is pending disposal. The petitioner union has asked for the 
stay of the order of the appellate authority which was not 
granted. Moreover, the petitioner union never appealed 
against payment of subsistence allowance as per the 
HPCL's Certified Standing Orders. 

That the interpretation of the claimants of the 
settlement dated 5-3-1991 and dated 20-5-1991 is 
misconceived and untenable. The management would refer 
to the judgments themselves to show the true and correct 
position. Rest of the contents of the para are argumentative 
in nature. The subsistence allowance paid to the claimant 
was proper and justified. None of the claimants out of the 
three claimants is entitled to more amounts than what has 
been paid to them during the suspension. In this regard it 
is also relevant to refer to the final punishment order as 
was made by the disciplinary authority, appellate authority 
in the cases of each of the claimants. The allegations made 
in the paras are argumentative and shall be dealt with in 
detail at the time of oral submission. 

That the allegation as made by the claimants is 
argumentative. The claimants are not entitled to more 
amount than what they have been paid during suspension. 
It is denied that he punishment imposed on either of the 
three claimants is unjust or improper. The allegations and 
the claim as made are beyond the terms of reference. 


assuming the reference to be valid. It is submitted, it is well 
settled that the claimants cannnot go and claim relief 
beyond the reference, assuming the reference to be valid. 
Clause 14 (4) (c) as reproduced in para 11 are not applicable 
in the present case. The claim is wholly without jurisdiction 
and also misconceived and ill-conceived in law. 

That the claimants/union cannot be permitted to take 
contradictory stand at different places. The provisions of 
the Model Standing Orders and specially provisions of the 
Model Standing Orders are specially of clause 14 (4) (c) are 
not applicable on either of the three claimants. The 
management will reply on the orders of the certifying 
authority/appellate authority to show true and correct legal 
# position, vis-a-vis Industrial Employment (Standing Orders) 
Act, 1946. It is denied that there is any illegality or unfair 
action or violation of any provisions of law, orders as 
vaguely alleged. The provisions of Model Standing Orders 
are not applicable on the claimants. The claims made herein 
are wholly without jurisdiction and untenable. 

The provisions of clause/section 14 (4) (c) are not 
applicable in the present case. The whole claim of the 
claimant is liable to be dismissed with costs. 

The workman applicant has filed rejoinder. In his 
rejoinder he has reiterated the averments of his claim 
statement and has denied most of the paras of the Written 
Statement. The management has also denied most of the 
paras of the claim statement. 

Evidence of both the parties has been taken. 

Heard arguments from both the sides on the point of 
quantum of punishment. It was submitted from the side of 
the workman that the inquiry was not fair and proper. The 
fairness of the inquiry has been decided as preliminary 
issue on 10-4-2006. Inquiry was found fair and accordingly 
the issue regarding fairness of the inquiry was decided. 
This issue cannot be re-agitated again. 

The order dated 10-4-2006 will be the part of this 
award on the issue of fairness of the inquiry. It has been 
alleged in the chargesheet that:— 

1. That the claimant Shri Nandan Singh was posted 
at IGI Airport as a Refuelling Operator wherein he committed 
gross-misconduct for which he was chargesheeted vide 
chargesheet-cum-suspension letter dated 9-4-1990. The 
charges are reproduced as under:— 

(i) “Flighting, riotous and disorderly behaviour at the 
place of work in the establishment; 

(iij Threatening, abusing or assaulting any co-worker; 

(iii) Commission of any act subversive of discipline ; 
and 

(iv) Unauthorised absence from duty.” 

That the management appointed Inquiry Officer to 
inquire the charges leveled on the claimed. After inquiry 
report the management imposed the lesser punishment of 
reduction in scale from M-07 to M-05. 
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2. It is submitted that the claimant was posted at the 

IGI Airport i.e. very sensitive area and the claimant abusing 
and assaulting co-worker and misbehaving at the work 
place is very serious misconduct. In such cases dismissal 
of Service is appropriate as held by the Hon’ble Court of 
Delhi and Hon’ble Supreme Court of India in a catena of 
judgments. Even though the Disciplinary Authority only 
imposed the punishment of reducion in scale from M-07 to 
M-05 i.e. very reasonable and proper punishment, imposed 
upon the claimant. ' \ 

3. That the management relies on the judgments of 
Hon’ble Supreme Court in the case of Janatha Bazar (South 
Kanara Central Co-operative Whole Sale Stores Limited) Vs. 
The Secretary, Shahkari NaukararaSangha,2000LLR 1271 SC 
“Section 11 A-Powers of Labour Court or Industrial Tribunal 
to give appropriate relief in case of dismissal or discharge of 
workmen—Disciplinary action—quantum of punishment— 
Discretion of Labour Court—Labour Court giving specific 
finding that charge of mis-appropriation and breach of trust 
established—It, however, setting aside dismissal order and 
ordering reinstatement with 25% back wages while imposing 
penalty of stoppage of 5 increments with cumulative effect— 
Unsustainable—Once act of misappropriation is proved, may 
before a small or large amount, there is no question of showing 
uncalled fro sympathy and reinstating employee in service— 
Labour Court cannot substitute penalty imposed by employer 
in such cases.” 

In the instant case there is reduction in scale only. 
Such reduction in scale is justified in view of major 
misconduct of the deceased workman. The workman is 
deceased and his L/R is contesting the case. The 
punishment of reduction of scale is not harsh. It is not 
shocking. It is not dis-proporationate. The misconduct 
alleged is not shocking to the conscience of the Court. It 
has been held in a catena of cases by the Hon’ble Supreme 
Court that the Tribunal will exercise the power conferred 
under Setion 11 A of the ID Act, 1947, in case where 
punishment is dis-proportionate and harsh. In the facts 
and circumstances of the case reduction in scale is neither 
harsh nor dis-proportionate. No interference is required. 

The reference is replied thus:— 

In the circumstances of case reduction in scale from 
M-07 to M-05 of Shri Nandan Singh, Refuelling Operator is 
justified. The claimant of the deceased workman is not 
entitled to get any relief as prayed for. 

Award is given accordingly. 

Date: 4-9-2006. 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
M 22 fadWR, 2006 

'W.OT 4123,—1947 (1947 
14) 17 313«<U| ■tf, eh-sta 
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ifte, i&F srfeRt 

New Delhi, the 22nd September, 2006 

S.O. 4123.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 154/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Dhanbad-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of BCCL and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 21 -9-2006. 

[No. L-20012/125/99-IR (C-Dl 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL- CUM-LABOUR COURT (No. IX 
DHANBAD 

In die matter of a reference under Section 10 (1) (d) & 
(2A) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 

REFERENCE No. 154of 99 

Parties: Employers in relation to the management of 
Western Jharia Area of M/s. BCCL. 

AND 

Their Workman 

Present: Shfi Saiju Prasad, 

Presiding Officer. 

Appearances: 

For the Employers: Shri U. N. Lai, Adv. 

For the Workman: None. 

State: Jharkhand Industry: Coal 

Dated, 30-8-2006 

AWARD 

By order No. L.20012/125/99/IR (C-I), dated. 16-7-99 
the Central Government in the Ministry of Labour has, in 
exercise of the powers conferred by clause (d) of Section 
(1) and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 referred the following dispute for adjudication to 
this Tribunal. 

sft sns^T VI WF: ^ ^ ^ ^ 1990 3 
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2. This reference has been received on 3-8-99 and till 
date the sponsoring union/concemed workman has not 
filled any written statement/statement of claim. Notice were 
issued to the sponsoring union by speed post on 
24-7-2006 but in spite of that no one appeared on behalf of 
the sponsoring union/concemed workman. Therefore, it 
appears that there is no industrial dispute existing now. 

Therefore, I submit a NO DISPUTE AWARD. 

SARJU PRASAD, Presiding Officer 

Tf fa#, 26 facR^T, 2006 

W.3TT. 4124.—1947 (1947 
14) # 17 it sfjtr^ 3, trw 

trt. ^ ^ Tfas: faiWT #t Trriwf ^ 

aFpfa 3 ftfas 3rmtfarr 3 TRW 

arf^eh< u i, (TT# TE^IT 230/2003) # y«hiDin 

t, ^ TRW # 26-09-2006 # W§31T «IM 

[TT. -Q^-22012/207/2002-an^ W(#-II) ] 
3T3RT <^4 k 7 fte, 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4124. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 230/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Western 
Coalfield Limited, and their workmen, received by the 
Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/207/2002-IR (C-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIA N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABO UR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 230/2003 Date 13-09-2006 

The General Manager, Western Coalfield Ltd. of Pench 
Area, PO. Parasia, Distt. Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The Secretary, BKKMS (BMS) Union, PO. Parasia 
Distt. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between The Secretary, BKKMS 
(BMS), Party No. 2 and The General Manager, Pench Area 
of WCL, Party No. 1, referred the same for adjudication to 
this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-22012/207/2002-IR(C-II) 
dt. 30-09-2003 under clause D of sub section 1 and sub¬ 
section (2A) of Section 10 of ID Act with the following 
schedule. 


“Whether the demand of the Bhartiya Koyala Khadan 
Mazdoor Sangh from the management of Western 
Coalfield limited, Pench Area to promote Shri Heera 
Lai as Clerk Grade II from the date his junior Shri 
Sadiq Hussain was promoted is just and fair? If so, 
to what relief is workman entitled?” 

The above dispute came for hearing befpre the 
Tribunal on 13-09-2006. The perusal of record shows that, 
no body has turned to the Tribunal in response to the 
notice issued by it as well as on the basis of receipt of the 
order of the Ministry. The order must have been sent directly 
to the authorized representative that too by a Registered 
Post. It was expected to appear but no body either union or 
individual Heera Lai has appeared right fronp 13-05-2005 
i.e. from the date sending notices to the petitioner [ill today. 
On 1 1-07-2006 the counsel for the management Shri B. N. 
Prasad filed authorization and on today also he was present. 
It is pending for filing of the Statement of Claim. This 
indicates that the party particularly the petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting it. I do not think it proper to 
continue the case even without filing of the Statement of 
Claim by the petitioner Qf by the union. Hence this is 
dismissed for default of the petitioner. 

AN. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

M IWt, 26 fTRR^TC, 2006 

W.3TT, 4125.—1947 (1947 
efTf 14) # *IRT 17 SRjrROT TRW Tft. 

TT^l. ^ ^ Tfa£ fifasfaf 3?lT T# ^ #3, 

*¥ fnfai IfatK 4* tr^jR 

3lfaWT, W (TT# TRsm 229/2003) # y<*>[fad 

# ##T TRW # 26-09-2006 # STRTpTT *TII 

[TT. ^-22012/203/2002-3^ 3TR(#-II)] 
3T5RT 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4125.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 229/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-eum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Nandan 
Mines No.l of Western Coalfield Limited, and their workmen, 
received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/203/2002-1R (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI A N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM -LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR. 

Case No. 229/2003 Date 13-09-2006 

The Mines Manager, Nandan Mines No. 1 of WCL, 
PO. Nandan, Distt. Chhindwara. 
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Versus 

The President, Pench Kanhan Koyla Khadan Karamchari 
Sangh, PO. Danua, Distt. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between The President, Pench 
Kanhan Koyla Khadan Karamchari Sangh, Party No. 2 and 
Mines Manager, Nandan Mines No. 1 of WCL, Party No. 1 
referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its 
letter No. L-22012/203/2002-IR(C-II) dt 30-09-2003 under 
clause D of sub-section 1 and sub-section (2A) of Section 
10 of ID Act with the following schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management of Nandan 
Mines No. 1 of WCL in increasing the work load of 
Shri Ram Sufal and 18 other drillers by re-organisation 
in supporting the roof and side introduced w.e.f. 
25-9-2000 is justified? If not, to what relief are the 
workmen entitled?” 

The above dispute came for hearing before the 
Tribunal on 13-09-2006. The perusal of record shows that, 
no body has turned to the Tribunal in response to the 
notice issued by it as well as on the basis of receipt of the 
order of the Ministry. The order must have been sent directly 
to the authorized representative that too by a Registered 
Post. It was expected to appear but no body either union or 
individual Ram Sufal Kas appeared right from 13-05-2005 
i.e. from the date of sending notices to the petitioner till 
today. It is pending for filing of the Statement of Claim. 
This indicates that the party particularly the petitioner is 
not interested in prosecuting it I do not think it proper to 
continue the case even without filing of the Statement of 
Claim by the petitioner or by the union. Hence this is 
dismissed for default of the petitioner. 

A N.YADAV, Presiding Officer 

M fa#, 26 fff aP K , 2006 

*>r. 3 ir. 4126 .—afteilfoFfan* 1947 (1947 

*>t 14) # m 17 mm rit 

3 Pifae fan* 

3TfaF**T, (*faf WH 228/2003 ) # 

*5# $, mm # 26-09-2006 # sro «ni 

[U T^-22012/307/2002 -371$ 31R(#-Il)] 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4126. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 228/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between management of Regional 


Workshop Western Coalfield Limited, and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/307/2002-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE , 

BEFORE SHR1AN.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR. 

Case No. 228/2003 Date 13-09-2006 

The Deputy C. M. E., Regional Workshop, Western 
Coalfield Ltd., Chandametta, Distt- Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The Secretary, RKKMS (INTUC) Union, PO. Chandametta, 
Distt. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between The Secretary, RKKMS 
(INTUC), Party No. 2 and The Deputy C.M.E., Chandametta 
Area of WCL, Party No. 1 referred the same for adjudication 
to this Tribunal vide its letter No. L-22012/307/2002-IR 
(C-II) dt. 16-10-2003 under clause D of sub-section 1 and 
sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of ID Act with the following 
schedule. 

“Whether the action of Dy. C.M.E. Regional 
Workshop Chandametta, WCL Pench Area PO. 
Parasia Distt. Chhindwara (MP) in not correcting the 
date of birth of Shri Madan S/o Pooranlal 
Automechanical Fitter as per school certifcates is 
legal and justified? If not, to what relief the workman 
is entitled?” 

The above dispute came for hearing before the 
Tribunal on 13-09-2006. The perusal of record shows that, 
no body has turned to the Tribunal in response to the 
notice issued by it as well as on the basis of receipt of the 
order of the Ministry. The order must have been sent directly 
to the authorized representative that too by a Registered 
Post. It was expected to appear but no body either union or 
individual Madan Pooranlal has appeared right from 
13-05-2005 ue. from the date sending notices to the petitioner 
till today. On 11-07-2006 the counsel for the management 
Shri B. N. Prasad filed authorization and on today also he 
was present. It is pending for filing of the Statement of 
Claim. This indicates that the party particularly the 
petitioner is not interested in prosecuting it. I do not think 
it proper to continue the case even without filing of the 
Statement of Claim by the petitioner or by the union. Hence 
this is dismissed for default of the petitioner. 

A N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 
far#, 26 fWdWR, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4127. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 142/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Ambara 
Sub Area of WCL, Kanhan Area, and their workman, 
received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/70/2002-IR (C-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIA N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 142/2003 Date 13-9-2006 

The Sub Area Manager, Ambara Sub Area of WCL Kanhan 
Area, Po. Palachaurai, Distt. Chhindwara. 

Versus 

The Secretary, Rashtriya Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh 
(INTUC), Po. Chandametta, Distt. Chhindwara. 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between the Secretary, Rashtriya 
Koyla Khadan Mazdoor Sangh (INTUC), Party No. 2 and 
the Sub Area Manager, Ambara Sub Area of WCL, Party 
No. 1 referred the same for adjudication to this Tribunal 
vide its letter No. L-22012/70/2002-IR(C-II) dt. 13-5-2002 
under clause D of sub section 1 and sub section (2A) of 
Section 10 of ID Act with the following schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management of Ambara, 
Sub Area of WCL, Kandan Area, PO. Ambara, Distt. 
Chhindwara(MP) in not giving wage protection to 
Shri Baliram S/o Shri Govinda from 1-6-99 is justified? 
If not, to what relief is the workman entitled?” 

The above dispute came for hearing before the 
Tribunal on 13-9-2006. The perusal of record shows that, 
no body has turned to the Tribunal in response to the 
notice issued by it as well as on the basis of receipt of the 
order of the Ministry. The order must have been sent directly 
to the concerned workman that too fry a Registered Post. It 
was expected to appear but no body either advocate or 
individual Baliram has apeared right from 13-05-2005 i.e. 
from the date of sending notices to the petitioner till today. 
It is pending for filing of the Statement of Claim. This 
indicates that the party particularly the petitioner is not 
interested in prosecuting it. I do not think it proper to 
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continue the case even without filing of the Statement of 
Claim by the petitioner or by the union. Hence this is 
dismissed for default of the petitioner. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

^ fcwft, 26 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4128. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 103/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Nagpur as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between to the management of Wani 
Area of Ghugus of Western Coalfields Ltd and their 
workman, received by the Central Government on 
26-9-2006. 

[No. L-22012/196/2001-IR (C-II)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRIA. N.YADAV PRESIDING OFFICER, 
CGIT-CUM-LABOUR COURT, NAGPUR 

Case No. 103/2003 Date: 13-09-2006 

The Additional General Manager, (OP), Wani Area, of 
Ghugus of WCL, Post. Ghugus, Distt. Chandrapur. 

Versus 

Shri Ramesh Raghoba Gaikwad, C/o Maya Mukund 
Dhongle, Advocate, Post, Palasgaon, Teh. Ballarpur, Distt. 
Chandrapur 

AWARD 

The Central Government after satisfying the 
existence of disputes between Shri Ramesh Raghoba 
Gaikwad, Party No. 2 and The Additional General Manager, 
Wani Area of Ghugus of WCL, Party No. 1 referred the 
same for adjudication to this Tribunal vide its letter 
No. L-22012/196/2001-IR(C-II) dt. 11-02-2003 under clause 
D of sub section 1 and sub section (2A) of Section 10 of ID 
Act with the following schedule. 

“Whether the action of the management in relation 
to the office of Addl. General Manager (OP), Wani 
Area Ghugus of Western Coalfields Ltd., in 
terminating the services of Shri Ramesh Raghoba 
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Gaikwad, Casual worker vide order No. WCL/WA/ 
GM(0P)/Ghugus/PER/1113 dated 08-10-95 is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to ?” 

The above dispute came for hearing before the 
Tribunal on 13-09-2006. The perusal of record shows that, 
no body has turned to the Tribunal in response to the 
notice issued by it as well as on the basis of receipt of the 
order of the Ministry. The order must have been sent directly 
to the authorized representative that too by a Registered 
Post. It was expected to appear but no body either union 
or individual Ramesh R. Gaikwad has appeared right from 
13-05-2005 i.e. from the date sending notices to the petitioner 
till today. On 11-05-2006 the counsel for the management 
Shri B. N. Prasad filed authorization and on today also he 
was present. It is pending for filing of the Statement of 
Claim. This indicates that the party particularly the 
petitioner is not interested in prosecuting it. I do not think 
it proper to continue the case even without filing of the 
Statement of Claim by the petitioner or by the union. Hence 
this is dismissed for default of the petitioner. 

A. N. YADAV, Presiding Officer 

26 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4129.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. 165/2004) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour Court 
No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Central Public Works 
Department, and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L-42012/220/2003-1R (C-II)] 

AJ AY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAIXTJM- 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

PRESIDING OFFICER: R.N. RAF 

I.D. NO. 165/2004 


IN THE MATTER OFs 

All India CPWD (MRM) Karamchari Sangathan, 

4823, Balbir Nagar Ext«pon, GaliNo. 13, 

Shahadara Delhi, 

Delhi-110 032 

Versus 

The Executive Engineer, ACD-2, 

CPWD, 

Vidyut Bhawan, Shankar Market, 

New Delhi 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No.L-42012/220/ 
2003-IR (C-II) Central Government Dated 3-11-2004 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the demand of All India CPWD (MRM) 
Karamchari Sangathan for reinstatement and 
regularization of Shri Tejbhan Singh, Khalasi is legal 
and justified ? If yes, to what relief the workmen is 
entitled and from which date.” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
reference was received in November, 2004. Notice has been 
served on the claimant/workman but no claim has been 
filed. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 22-09-2006 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 

^ 26 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4130.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of \ 947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 98/2004) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum-Labour 
Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Public Works Department, and their workmen, received by 
the Central Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L-42012/57/2003-1R(C-ll)] 
AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTnUALlRTOUNAL^JM- 
LABOUR COURT NEW DELHI 

Presiding Officer: R.N. RAI. 

LD. No, 98/2004 

In the Matter of:— 

The Deputy General Secretary, 

All India CPWD Employees Union, 

Lodhi Co[pny, Enquiry Office, 

CPWD, New Delhi-110 003! 

Versus 

The Director General of Works, CPWD, 

Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi, 

New Delhi-110 Oil. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/57/ 
2003-IR (C-II) Central Government dated 27-5-2004 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder :— 

“Whether the workman Shri Hari Paswan is entitled 
for re-instatement/absorption and regularization 
consequent upon abolition of contract labour 
system ? If yes, to what relief the workman concerned 
is entitled to and from which date?” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that notice 
was sent for filing claim statement on 24-8-2004. The 
workman has appeared but still no claim has been filed. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 22-9-2006 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4131.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 100/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court No. 2, New Delhi as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of Central 
Public Works Department and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-42012/108/2003-1R (C-II)] 

AJAY KUMAR GAUR, Desk Officer 


ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE PRESIDING OFFICER: CENTRAL 
GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALCUM- 
LABOUR COURT, NEW DELHI 

Presiding officer: R.N. RAI. 

LD. No. 100/2004 

In the Matter of:— 

The Deputy General Secretary, 

All India CPWD Employees Union, 

Lodhi Colony, Enquiry Office, 

CPWD, New Delhi-110 003. 

Versus 

The Director General of Works, CPWD, 

Nirman Bhawan, New Delhi, 

New Delhi-110011. 

AWARD 

The Ministry of Labour by its letter No. L-42012/108/ 
2003-IR (C-II) Central Government dated 27-5-2004 has 
referred the following point for adjudication. 

The point runs as hereunder:— 

“Whether the workman Shri Sunil is entitled for 
absorption and regularization consequent upon 
abolition of contract labour system ? If yes, to what 
relief the workmen concerned is entitled to and from 
which date?” 

It transpires from perusal of the order sheet that 
notice was sent for filing claim statement on 24-8-2004. 
but no claim statement has been filed by the workman 
applicant. 

No dispute award is given. 

Date: 22-9-2006. 

R. N. RAI, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4132.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a carrigendum to the award 
(Ref. No. 191/98) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the 
Annexure, in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
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in relation to the management of Carpet Weaving Training 
Centre their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L42012/136/98-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, UR 
Industrial Dispute No. 191 of 98 

Between: 

Sh. Charan Singh, 

S/o Sri Govind Ram, 

Vfll-Semri 

P.O. Chhatta DistL Mathura 
AND 

The Development Commissioner (Handicraft) 

Govt, of India Ministry of Textile Carpet Weaving & 
Training-cum-Service Centre-23, Indira Nagar, 

Bareilly. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-42012/136/98/IR (DU) dated 
30-11-98 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Carpet 
Weaving Training Centre in terminating the services 
of Sh. Charan Singh is legal and justified. If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?’ 

2. It is unnecessary to give full details of the case as 
from the schedule of reference order it is quite obvious 
that there is no mention of date of termination of the services 
of the workman by the management concern. The Tribunal 
in the event having found that the action of the management 
in terminating the service is neither legal nor justified the 
normal question which arises for consideration is as to 
from .what date the concern workman be held entitled for 
his reinstatement. As there is no mention of date of 
termination in respect of the workman in the schedule of 
reference order, the workman cannot be held entitled for 
any relief. Consequently it is held that the schedule of 
reference order is of vague nature cannot be answered by 
this Tribunal. Reference is answered accordingly against 
the workman. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 
S.O. 4133. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a corrigendum to award (Ref. 
No. 37/2005)of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal- 
cum-Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure, in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L40012/62/2005-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNALrCUM- LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR 
Industrial Dispute No. 37 of2005 
In the matter of dispute between 
Sri. Lalta Prasad Gaur, 

S/o Sri Mewa Ram Gaur, 

Vill-Vedi Post Puwarikalan, 

Varanasi. 

AND 

The General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 

Telibagh, Varanasi, U.P. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-40012/62/2005/IR(DU) dated 
28-10-2005 has referred the following dispute for 
adjudication to this Tribunal: 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd.,Varanasi in terminating the 
services of Sri Lalta Ram Gaur, Mali w.eX 13-12-2004 
is legal and justified? If not, to what relief the 
workman is entitled?” 

2. It is to be pointed out that in the instant case after 
receipt of the notice which was sent to the workman through 
registered post by the Tribunal workman put his appearance 
in person before the tribunal and vide application dated 
21-12-2005 requested the Tribunal that some time may be 
allowed to him which was accepted by the Tribunal. 
Thereafter neither the workman appeared nor filed his 
statement of claim despite availing of sufficient time. It 
therefore appears that the workman is not interested in 
prosecuting his case before the Tribunal as a result of 
which the reference is bound to be answered against the 
workman holding that the workman is not entitled for any 
relief for want of pleadings and evidence. Reference is 
answered accordingly. 

-SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4134. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No 81/99) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Kanpur as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of NTPC and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L42012/232/98-1R (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRISURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 8Iof 1999 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Harender Singh C/o Sri P K Saxena- 
513 Swarup Rani Nehru Hospital Campus 
Ailahabed. 

AND 

The General Mauager, 

National Thermal Power Corporation Ltd., 

Shakti Nagar, District Sonebhadra U.P. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No.L-42012/232/98/IR.(DU) dated 
19-4-99 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of NTPC in 
terminatiug tbe service of Sri Harender Singh is legal 
and justified ? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled ?” 

2. When the instant case was taken up for dictating 
final award, on perusal of record and reference order it was 


noticed by the tribunal tnat the date of termination of the 
services of the workman has not been mentioned. The 
tribunal is oblivious of the fact that in the absence of date 
of termination of service in the schedule of reference order, 
if tribunal opines that the action of the management in 
terminating the services of the neither legal nor Justified, 
then a normal question which will arise tor determination 
as to from which date workman be ordered to be reinstated 
in the service of the opposite party. Therefore, the schedule 
of reference order appears to be vague, and not specific 
aud on the basis of vague reference order the workman 
cannot be held eutitled for any relief for want of date ot 
termination in the schedule of reference order. 

3. On merit the case of the workman is that he was 
appointed by the opposite party vide appointment letter 
dated 17-3-90 at Shakti Bagar, District Mirzapur now 
Sonebhadra. The applicant is a sportsman. It has been 
alleged by the applicant that in all big organisations like 
the opposite party there is a policy of appointing sportsman 
in their various posts and instructs them to play sports. 
This policy has been adopted by the Government of India 
to encourage sports in the country. In accordance with the 
above policy tbe opposite party appointed various persons 
including the applicant workman and the applicant was 
assigned the work of Junior Assistant in administrative 
department. The applicant continued practicing volleyball 
while inservice of the opposite party and also took part as 
a player of volley ball team on behalf of the opposite party 
. in different tournament. It has also been alleged by the 
workman that only regular and permanent employee of the 
opposite party can participate in the sports team on behalf 
of the management and the opposite party issued 
certificates to the applicant workman in this behalf. The 
name of the applicant was also entered in the attendance 
register of the establishment as such the applicant is a 
workman under Section 2 (s) of the I. D. Act, 1947. He was 
also issued an identy card by the opposite party. The 
workman has also alleged that opposite party used to 
extend the term of appointment and in this way the applicant 
continued to work upto 9-4-96 and the services of the 
applicant were abruptly terminated by the opposite party 
w.e.f. 10-4-96 without complying with the provisions of 
Section 25-F of the Act in as much as the workman has 
neither been paid notice, notice pay or retrenchment 
ccmpensation at the time of his termination of service by 
the opposite party management. The applicant has 
completed more than 240 days of continuous service 
during the period 17-3-90 to 9-4-96. Therefore the termination 
of the services of the applicant is illegal and void abinitio. 
It is also alleged that the termination of the services is 
retrehcment as defined under Section 2 (bb) of the Act. 
Many juniors were retained in service by the opposite party 
after the termination of the services of the applicant. On 
the basis of above allegations it has been prayed that the 
action of the management be declared unjust and unfair 
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and the applicant be reinstated in the service of the 
opposite party with full back wages amd all consequential 
benefits. 

4. The claim of the applicant has been contested by 
the opposite party on variety of grounds such as the 
applicant is not a workman as defined under Section 2 (s) 
of the Act that there is no relationship of employer and 
employee between the management of NTPC and, the 
applicant; that the reference is bad in law; that the opposite 
party had never appointed the applicant as per recruitment 
rules at any post; that the services of the applicant were 
contractual in nature based on contract mutually agreed 
upon between the parties, for limited period, that the said 
contract was renewed each and every time after earlier 
contract came to an end; that non renewal of terms of 
employment do not constitute retrenchment as such it was 
not obligatory on the part of the opposite party to have 
complied the provisions of Section 25F of the Act at the 
time when the terms of contract expired by efflux of time; 
that the applicant was, engaged as a sports man which is 
not a recognised and permanent post under the opposite 
party; that if the terms of contract has not been renewed 
by the opposite party no liability can be fastened upon the 
opposite party for breach of provision of the Act and 
accordingly the applicant cannot claim any right to be 
appointed in the services'* of the opposite party against 
any regular and permanent post. On the basis of above, 
pleadings it has been prayed that the reference be answered 
in favour of the opposite party and against the applicant 
workman. 

5. Rejoinder statement has also been filed- by the 
workman but nothing new has been stated by him therein 
except reiterating the facts already pleaded by him in his 
statement of claim. 

6 . Both parties have filed documents in support of 
their respective claims and have also lead oral evidence. 

7. I have heard arguments at length and have also 
perused the records carefully. 

8 . On the basis of pleadings raised by the parties in 
the instant case it has to be seen if there existed relationship 
of master and servant between the management of N. T. P. 
C. and the workman or not and whether termination as 
alleged is in breach of the relevant provisions of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

9. The case of the workman is that he was appointed 
by the opposite party whereas on the other hand the case 
of the opposite party is that the workman applicant has 
been engaged as sportsman on the basis of mutual 
agreement entered into between the parties as sportsman 
on monthly fixed stipened. Insupport of their case the 
managemeut opposite party have filed different agreements 
in original which is on record. A bare perusal of the same 
would indicate that this agreement entered into between 


the applicant and NTPC Sports Promotion Board a Society 
registered under the Societies Registration Act, 1860 
whereby it has been agreed upon between the parties that 
second party to the agreement i. e. NTPC Sports Promotion 
Board will retain the services of the applicant as sports 
man on monthly stipend of Rs,1500/- and that the first 
party to the agreement i.e. the applicant take parts in volley 
ball tournament on behalf of the management of N.T.P.C. 

10. The applicant in his evidence on oath before the 
tribunal has admitted the genuinness of the agreement and 
has also admitted his signatures over the agreement. If it is 
so the tribunal is not inclined and rqady to believe the case 
set up by the applicant that he was appointed in the 
services of the opposite party at any point of time against 
any regular aud permanent post. Moreover from the 
agreement it self it stands established that the applicant 
was never engaged nor appointed by the opposite party at 
any post instead the services of the applicant were retained 
by NTPC sports Promotion Board haviug head office at 
New Delhi as sportsman on monthly stipend which is a 
seperate and independant body to that of the opposite 
party. 

11. Having once found that the applicant was not 
appointed by the opposite party at any post after following 
due selection process and also having concluded that the 
services of the applicant were retained as sportsman by 
NTPC sports Promotion Board on monthly stipend of 
Rs. 1500/- which is a Seperate entity than the opposite party 
it cannot be held that there existed relationship of employer 
and employee between the contesting parties and that the 
applicant ever worked as a workman as defined under 
Section 2(s) of the Act with the opposite party. If it is so it 
cannot be said that the opposite party had ever terminated 
the services of the applicant. Under the facts and 
circumstances of the case as discussed above, the 
termination as alleged by the workman cannot be construed 
as retrenchment therefore the applicant cannot be held 
entitled to the protection of the provisional of Section 25- 
F of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. 

12. In view of discussions made above, that the 
action of the opposite party in terminating the services of 
the applicant cannot be held to be unjust and unfair. 

13. In other view of the matter the applicant's claim 
is that he was engaged by the opposite party on regular 
basis. Considering the entire evidence on record carefully 
it has already been established beyond all controversey, 
that the applicant was eugaged under some agreement 
entered into in between NTPC Sports Promotion Board 
and the applicant which was for fixed period of time and 
after elapse of agreed term of engagement fresh agreement 
were entered into between the parties of which NTPC Sports 
Promotion Board has not been made a party to the present 
dispute. If this contention is believed to be true the so 
called employment of the applicant tame to end by efflux of 
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time when the terms of the agreement was over. From the 
various agreements on record entered into between the 
applicant and the NTPC Sports Promotion Board it is held 
that the employment of the applicant comes to an end 
autometically after expiry of the period of engagement 
mentioned in the agreement. In this way the case of the 
applicant is fully covered under the provisions of Section 
2(oo) (bb) of I.D. Act. 

14. Having considered the entire evidence carefully 
it is held that there existed no relationship of master and 
servant between the parties, therefore, the applicant 
allegedly workman has no case seeking relief against the 
opposite party. Consequently it is held that the applicant 
is not entitled for any relief and the action of the 
management is held to be fair and justified. Reference is 
therefore answered against the applicant. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
^f^rvft,26 few, 2006 

^T3TT. 4135.—faclK 3TMWT, 1947 (1947 
14) Xt mi 17 X 3^*U<n X7R 

X W (XX XeST 89, 84 

TT£ 88/2000) ^1 Wfw XXX X 

26-9-2006 X WZ f3TT *ITI 

[R. 13^-40012/210/2000-3^ 3TR (X^); 
U 13^-40012/209/2000-3^ 3TR Ogfy); 
X 13^1-40012/212/2000- 3nf 3TR (X£) ] 

XXXf 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4135.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a corrigendum to the award 
(Ref. No. 89,84 & 88/99) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in region to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L40012/210/2000-IR (DU); 

No. L-40012/209/2000-IR (DU); 

No. L-40012/2l2/2000-IR(DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
N AGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 


[Part II— Sec. 3(ii)] 


Industrial Dispute Nos. 89/2000, 84/2000, 88/ 
2000 & Sh. Devi Prasad Pandy, S/o Late Sh. R D Pandey 
Village Chandpur, Post Mahgaun, Varanasi, U.P. 

AND 

General Manager, 

Telecom Department, 

Teliabagh, Varanasi. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No. L-40012/210/2000/1R(DU) dated 
31-7-2000 has referred the following disputes for 
adjudication to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom 
Department in terminating the service of Sh Devi 
Prasad Pandey w.e.f. 16-7-99 is justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

vide notification No. L-40012/209/2000-1R (DU) 
dt. 31-7-2000 

“Whether the action ofthe management of Telecom 
Department in terminating the service of Sh. Amar 
Nath Singh w.e.f. 15-7-99 is justified ? If not, to what 
relief the workman is entitled ?” 

vide notification No. L-40012/212/2000-IR (DU) 
dt. 7-8-2000 

“Whether the action of the management of Telecom 
Department in terminating the service of Sh. Durga 
Prasad Pandey w.e.f. 15-7-99 is justified ? If not, to 
what relief the workman is entitled ?” 

2. As common question of fact and law are involved 
in I.D. Case Nos. 84, 88 and 89 of 2000, hence the tribunal 
proposes to dispose of the above industrial dispute cases 
by means of a common award a copy of which shall be 
placed on the file of each industrial dispute case. 

3. The workman of each industrial dispute case 
referred above have filed a common statement of claim 
interalia stating therein, that the workers have been 
engaged by the opposite parties to guard the sub-station 
of the opposite parties situate at Ramnagar in District 
Varanasi as security guard w.e.f. 22-1-95. 

Workers further claim is that they worked'continuously 
without any break in service upto 15-7-99 and thus had 
completed more than 240 days in each calender year 
between 1995 to 1999. The workers used to work at the 
sub-station under the supervision and control of General 
Manager Telecom Department, Varanasi and Sub-Division 
Engineer Telecom Ram Nagar, Varanasi, and the workers 
used to get their wages through General Manager Telecom 
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Varanasi. It has further been alleged by the workers that 
General Manager Telecom Varanasi used to pay the wages 
of the workers to M/s Security and Protection Services 
GayatriNagar Colony Taktakpur, Varanasi, through S. N. 
Singh. It is the further case of the workers that sub-station 
of the opposite party is a permanent division of the opp. 
party and the work which was being done by the workers 
is of permanent nature. It is to be pointed out that the 
workers have also made M/s Security and Protection 
Services as opposite party no. 3 in his statement of claim. 
Further the case of the workers are that after completing 
the regular service for more than 240 days status of the 
workers have become regular and permanent under the 
opposite parties. The workers have further pleaded that at 
the time of their engagement their actual wages agreed 
upon was Rs. 1580/- per month whereas they were paid 
only Rs. 800/- per month and from August, 1997 their wages 
were increased to Rs. 1673.76 paisa but they were paid 
only Rs. 1000/- per month. It is blither alleged by them that 
from the month of Oct. 98 wages were increased to 
Rs. 2000.22 paisa but they were paid only Rs. 1200/- per 
month by the opposite party and their wages were further 
increased to Rs. 2197/- per month but actually they were 
paid only Rs. 1350/- per month. In this way ta total sum of 
Rs. 40513/- has been illegally with held by the apposite 
parties as wages of the workers. It is further case of the 
workers that when the workers made a demand for payment 
of with held wages, management of opposite party became 
annoyed and thereby their services were abruptly 
terminated by the opposite party no. 1 w.e.f. 15-7-99 without 
assigning any reason or without complying with the 
provisions of Section 25F of I.D. Act, 1947, in as much as 
at the time of termination workers have not been paid notice 
notice, pay or retrenchment compensation by the opposite 
party workers have also claimed wages at Rs. 1098.50 each 
as earned leave wages from the opposite party. On the 
basis of above allegation it has been prayed by the worker 
that the action of the management in terminating their 
services w.e.f. 15-7-99 be declair as unjustified and illegal 
and they be held entitled to be reinstated in the services of 
the opposite parties with full back wages and continuity 
of service. 

4. Opposite party management of Telecom 
Department have filed a common reply against the common 
claim of the workers interalia alleging therein that after the 
orders dated 7-5-85 of the Government of India there had 
been full ban over fresh intakes of labourers in the 
department and with a view to avoid terrorist attack 
effectively it has been decided to provide adequate 
protecion to the Sub-Divisional Stations of the opposite 
parties. It is the further case of the apposite party that to 
achieve the object of protecting the units of the opposite 
parties tenders from Security Agencies were obtained for 
deploying persons as security guards at the technical units 
of the opposite parties and according to condition no. 7 of 
the tender that only such persons will be deployed for 


security purposes who had worked as guards in para military 
forces like B.S.F., C.S.I.F. or C.R.P. It has also been clarified 
in clause 12 of the tender that there shall be no 
responsibility of supervision of the department over the 
persons deployed through Security Agency as security 
guard to protect the technical units of the opposite parties, 
and that it shall be full responsibility of the contractor in 
respect of persons deployed by him as security guard under 
the opposite party. Opposite party have further averred 
that there is no provision under the opposite party to 
engage directly persons as security guard in view of ban 
imposed by the Govt, of India w.e.f. 7-5-85 over fresh 
intakes of casual labourer. Opposite parties have denied 
the fact that they ever appointed the workers rather workers 
have been engaged as security guard through security 
agency who was responsible for their activities and for 
making payment of wages to these workers. Security agency 
used to deploy the workers as security guards under 
contract and the contract system is not of permanent 
nature rather is a temporary measure arrangement. Even 
workers have not filed any document which may be 
indicative of the fact that at any point of time they were the 
employees of the opposite parties. Opposite parties have 
also denied the relationship of master and servant between 
the employer and the workers. It has also been pleaded by 
the opposite party in their reply that even if it is assumed 
that the workers have completed 240 days of continuous 
service during their working under .the contract they cannot 
raise any claim against the opposite parties as and thus 
they are not entitled for the for the benefit of protection of 
Section 25-F of I.D. Act. On the basis of the above pleadings 
it has been prayed that the claim of the workers is liable to 
be rejected being devoid of merit. 

5. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
it has to be seen whether there existed relationship of 
master and servant between the opposite party Telecom 
Department and the workers and as to whether or not the 
workers are entitled for the benefit of provisions of 
section25-Fof I.D. Act, 1947, as claimed by them. 

6. Workman in para 4 of his statement of claim has 
clearly admitted the fact that opposite parties used to 
make payment of wages to M/s. Security & Protection 
Services i.e. opposite party No. 3. From this clear admission 
of the fact it has become crystal clear that these workers 
have never been engaged by the opposite parties i.e. 
General Manager, Telecom Deptt. Varanasi. Workers have 
also admitted the fact in their statement of claim that they 
were paid less wages than the agreed upon but have 
claverly stated that these wages were paid to them by the 
General Manager Telecom, Varanasi. Workers in support 
of their claim have filed certain photocopies of attendance 
sheet bearing LOGO ‘SS’. These photocopies are not 
sufficient to infer that they belong to the opposite party. 
LOGO SS means Security Services as has been clarified by 
the workmen themselves when they made M/s. Security & 
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Protection Services as opposite party No. 3 in their claim 
statement. 

7. Opposite party in support of their claim have filed 
photocopy of Tender Notice dated 3-4-97, photocopy of 
Agreement dated 11-8-98 entered with M/s. Security and 
Protection Services. A perusal of these documents which 
were duly certified by the authorities of the department it is 
abundantly clear that the management has been able to 
substantiate their stand as taken by them in their reply 
that there was an agreement between the opposite parties 
and M/s. Security and Protection Services, Varanasi, and 
that the said security services have deployed its workers 
as security guard at technical unit of opposite party at 
Ram Nagar as will be evident from the attendance sheet 
filed by the workers themselves belonging to M/s. Security 
and Protection Services, Varanasi. It transpires clearly that 
claimants were contract labour of Security Agency. 

8. From the above discussions of facts and evidence 
the tribunal is of the firm opinion that there never existed 
relationship of employer and employee between the 
opposite parties i.e. General Manager, Telecom, Varanasi 
and the workers. Therefore, it is further held that in their 
case provisions of Section 25F of Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947, cannot be made applicable. 

9. Having come to the conclusion that there never 
existed relationship of employer and employee between 
the contesting parties, workers cannot be held entitled to 
be reinstated in the services of the opposite party. 

10. In view of above discussions it is held that the 
action of the management cannot be held to be unjustified 
as they never terminated the services of the workers who 
were never in the employment of opposite party, and in 
their case no relief can be granted by the tribunal. Reference 
is answered accordinlgy. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
^ 26 2006 

3RT.3F 4136.—3lfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) ^ *IRT 17 ^ TR3iR TOR 

^ ms fmtot sfa ^ 

■Qte' fife: 3Mfm fmrs 3 totr 

TO (TO4 2TOTT 271/90) 
^ ^Rcft t, tor ^ 26-9-2006 rtrt 

trsn «m 

[K T?T-40012/17/90-3nf 3TR 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4136. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a corrigendum the award 


(Ref. No. 271/90) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-40012/17/90-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 

117/9, SARVODAYA NAGAR, KANPUR, U.P. 

Industrial Dispute No. 271 of 90 
BETWEEN: 

Shri Vijai Shanker C/o S.N. Tiwari, 

R/o 119/75-157, Nasimabad, Kanpur. 

AND 

M/s. Department of Telecommunication, 

C/o D.E.T. Office Kapoorthala, Aliganj, 

B-131, Chandra Niwas, Aliganj, 

Lucknow. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide notification No.L-40012/17/90/IR.(DU) dated 
22-11-90 has referred the following dispute for adjudication < 
to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Deptt. of 
Telecommunication(DET) Lucknow in terminating 
the services of Sri Vijai Shanker w.e.f. 16-10-88 is 
justified ? If not, to what relief the concerned 
workman is entitled to?” 

2. It is unnecessary to give further details of the 
case as from the copy of order and judgement dated 
9-11-2000 passed by Central Administrative Tribunal 
Allahabad Bench in O.A. Case No. 1523 of 93 and filed by 
the opposite party in the present case it is quite clear that 
the opposite party Telecommunication Department had 
ceased to be in existence w.e.f. 1-11-2000. This fact has 
also been admitted by the management evidence. Therefore, 
the applicant cannot claim any. relief against the department 
of telecommunication as the reference order against it has 
become infructuous w.e.f. 1-11-2000. Under these 
circumstances, no relief can be granted to the applicant 
against opposite party which in fact is not in existence 
w.e.f. 1-11-2000. 

Reference is answered accordingly. 

SURESH CHANDRA Presiding Officer 
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$3n «m 

[U ^-40012/1/2004-3^311* (4*j)] 

^ fw, i** 3iterfr 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4137. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby pub 1 ishes'corrigendum to the award 
(Ref. No. 45/2004) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Kanpur as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L40012/1/2004-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SURESH CHANDRA HJ.S. 
PRESIDING OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
KANPUR 

Industrial Dispute No. 45 of 04 

In the matter of dispute between : 

Shri Murari Prasad S/o Bali Ram, 

Village Chandrapur, 

District Varanasi. 

AND 

The General Manager, 

BSNL, Shivpura, Varanasi. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delhi, vide Notification No.L-40012/l/2004/IR.(DU) dated 
15-7-04 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the employee—employer relationship is 
established between BSNL and Sh. Murari Prasad? 
If yes whether the action of the BSNL Varanasi in 
terminating Sri Murari Prasad S/o Bali Ram from the 
service w.e.f. 15-9-02 is legal and justified ? If not, to 
what relief he is entitled to ?” 


2. From a bare perusal of the terms of reference order 
it is quite clear that it runs into two part. First part of it 
relates for consideration of the fact as to whether there 
existed relationship of master and servant of employee— 
employer between the workman and the management of 
BSNL Varanasi, therefore, it has become expedient to first 
examine this issue and if the issue is answered in affirmative 
then it will be seen if the termination of the service of the 
workman by the management of BSNL Varanasi is legal 
and justified and to what relief the workman is entitled from 
the management. 

3. TTie case in short as set up by the workman is that 
he worked as security guard upto 15-9-02 under direct control 
and supervision of the management from 27-09-01. The 
services of the workman alongwith two other workers have 
been terminated by the management vide their notice dated 
15-9-02 without any information or without showing any 
valid reasons. It has also been alleged by the workman that 
he was not paid his full wages by the management of BSNL 
Varanasi for the period 1-4-02 to 15-9-02. It has been alleged 
that ignoring the fact that the work against which the 
workman was employed by the opposite party is continuing, 
still he was removed from service by the opposite party. 
Several fresh hands were appointed in place of the workman 
for performing the same work which was being performed 
by the workman, and they are still working under the 
management. Before the ALCC(C) management filed reply 
where in they completely denied the engagement and 
working of the workman. On the oral orders of the General 
Manager of the opposite party the workman was engaged in 
the service. The workman used to sign the attendance 
register maintained by the Sub-Divisional Officer Tikri 
Telephone Exchange Varanasi and the workman was being 
paid wages at Rs. 1350 per month by the opposite party. He 
further alleges that he had completed 240 days of continuous 
service under the management. Without alleging breach of 
any provisions of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 it has 
been prayed by the workman that the action of the opposite 
party is illegal and unjustified and he is entitled to be 
reinstated in the service of the management with full back 
wages and continuity of service. 

3. Opposite party filed a lengthy and detailed written 
statement in reply to the statement of claim filed by the so 
called workman alleging therein that security in different 
telephone exchanges are done by the Security Agencies 
on the basis of a contract for a limited period of one year. 
That based on internal decision of BSNL the security 
guards were taken on contract basis through various 
private security agencies. Tenders and applications are 
invited and received from the various private security 
agencies for providing their agents as security guards,, 
and the said system continued till August 2002 and as a 
policy decision it was decided by the management that 
instead of utilising the services of security guards from 
private security agencies, home guards will be utilised as 
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security guards from the State of U.P. It is aiso alleged that 
the claimant Murari Lai was the agent of private security 
services known as M/s. Industrial Security Services of 
Varanasi. The opposite party entered into an agreement 
with M/s. Industrial Security Service, Varanasi, and one of 
the important condition agreed upon is that it shall be the 
responsibility of the Agency to make payment to the 
Security guards and it shall be the responsibility of the 
security agency to deploy or to terminate the services of 
the security guards. The claimant was deputed by the 
security agency and he was never appointed or engaged 
directly by the opposite party nor he ever worked under 
the opposite party under their direct supervision and 
control. It has also been alleged that the alleged claimant is 
not a workman as defined under Sec. 2(s) of the I.D. Act, 
1947. It has further been alleged by the opposite party that 
when the claimant was not appointed or engaged by them 
question of termination of his service does not arise at all. 
On the basis of above pleadings it has been prayed by the 
management of BSNL Varanasi that the reference be 
decided in their favour and against the opposite party. 

4. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
the contesting parties adduced oral as well as documentary 
evidence in the case in support of their respective cases. 
Whereas claimant Murari Prasad has examined himself as 
W.W. 1 management examined its officer T.D. Singh SDO 
Phones Varanasi as M.W. 1. 

5. The claimant in his evidence on oath has stated 
that he was appointed as Security guard at Tikri Telephone 
Exchange. Beside the work of security guard opposite party 
also took the work of operating the generator. S.D.O. 
Phones and Junior Engineer of the Exchange used to 
supervise the work of the claimant. He has further stated 
that his services were dispensed with w.e.f. 15-09-2002. He 
further stated that at the time of termination neither he was 
paid notice nor retrenchment compensation by the opposite 
party. In his cross-examination the witness has clearly 
admitted the fact that he was deployed as security guard 
through Industrial Security Services Varanasi. Witness 
expressed his ignorance about the Existence of any 
agreement between the said security agency and the 
management. Witness denied the suggestion that he ever 
worked under the security agency. Witness also admitted 
the fact that at the time of his appointment he was not 
issued any appointment letter, nor he ever applied in writing 
before the opposite party for providing him employment. 
Witness has further expressed his ignorance about the 
fact that on expiry of terms of agreement his services stood 
terminated automatically. 

6. Management witness M.W. 1 in his examination 
in chief has admitted the fact that security work was being 
taken from private security agencies and for this work there 
was a agreement with M/s. Industrial Security Agency 
Varanasi and the management and the said agreement dated 
31-07-2001 is on the record of the case. Claimant was 
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never appointed by the opposite party and he was working 
as security guard in his capacity as agent of private security 
services. Claimant was paid wages by the said security 
services and his work was supervised by the said security 
services. Witness goes on to state that at present the work 
of security is being taken from the Home Guards appointed 
by the State of U.P. In his cross-examination witness has 
expressed his ignorance about the fact that opposite party 
is having any certificate of registration under the provisions 
of Contract Labour Act. He also stated that work of security 
was taken through private security agencies. The 
authorised representative for the workman has not been 
able to bring out any material thing from the mouth of the 
witness of the management. 

7. From the above evidence of the parties particularly 
from the evidence of the claimant where he has categorically 
in his cross examination has admitted the fact that he was 
deployed as security guard through security agency it 
stands established beyond doubt that he was never 
appointed by the opposite party management. If it is so 
the claimant can not be held to be the employee of the 
opposite party management rather it is held that he was 
working under Industrial Security Agency and was 
deployed as security guard in his capacity as Agent of 
the security services. 

8. On the basis of appraisal of evidence of the parties 
it is held that there never existed relationship of employee 
and employer between the parties. When the relationship 
of employee and employer does not exist between the 
parties, question of termination of the services of the 
claimant was the management of BSNL Varanasi does not 
arise at all. 

9. Therefore, from the above discussion it is held 
that claimant has failed to establish the relationship of 
employee and employer between him and the management 
of BSNL Varanasi. It is further held that his services were 
never terminated by the opposite party.Accordingly action 
of the management cannot be held to the unfair or unjust. 
Consequently claimant is held not entitled to any relief 
against the management BSNL Varanasi. Reference is 
therefore decided in negative against the claimant. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4138. —In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a corrigendum to the award 
(Ref. No. CGIT-2/109 of2005) of the Central Government 
Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court, No.-II, Mumbai as 
shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of 
Department of Telecom and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-9*2006. 

[No. L-40012/41/2005-IR (DU)] 

SURENDRA SINGH, Pesk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 2 MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 

Reference No. CGIT-2/109 of2005 

EMPLOYERS IN RELATION TO THE 
MANAGEMENT OF 

BHARAT SAN CHAR NIGAM LIMITED 

The Chief General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Limited, 

Western Telecom project, “B” Wing, Admn. Bldg; 
Santacruz (West), Mumbai-400 054. 

AND 

Their Workmen 
Anil Sakaria, 

Unique Vaibhav, Wing“F”, RoomNo.423, 

Bolinj, Virar (West). District Thane. . 

APPEARANCE: 

FOR THE EMPLOYER : Absent. 

FOR THE WORKMEN : Mr. A D. Nimbalkar, 

Advocate. 

Date of reserving Award: 4th August, 2006. 

Date of passing of Award: 9th August, 2006. 

AWARD 

1. The Government of India, Ministry of Labour by 
its Order No. L-40012/41/20Q5-IR(DU) dated 26lh 
September, 2005 in exercise of the powers conferred by of 
sub-section (1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the 


Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 have referred the following 
dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication : 

“Whether the action of the management of Bharat 
Sanchar Nigam Ltd., Mumbai in terminating the 
services of Shri Anil Sakaria is justified ? If not, what 
relief, Shri Anil Sakaria is entitled to ?” 

2. To support the subject matter referred in the 
reference, 2nd Party filed Statement of Claim at Exhibit 5 
stating that, he was appointed as a Part Timer Sweeper on 
1st April, 1989 and worked till 31st May, 1991 and then was 
asked to work in the office of the Divisional Engineer, 
Telecom when he worked there till 31st January, 1994. 
According to 2nd Parly he worked continuously from 
1st April, 1989 to 31sl January, 1994 without any break. 
However, without following due process of law he was 
terminated on 1st February, 1994. His service period was 
not considered, no reason was assigned for his termination. 
So he prayed to reinstate with benefit of continuity of 
service and backwages. 

3. Notice of reference was served on 1st Party vide 
Exhibit 3. However, 1st Party failed to reply the claim of the 
2nd Parly. So order was passed to proceed ex-partc. To 
support the claim 2nd Party filed affidavit at Exhibit 6 slating 
that, he continuously worked with 1st Parly from 1989 till 
31sl January, 1994 and on 1st February, 1994 without 
following due process of law, he was terminated. He further 
stales that he is unemployed since then. So he prayed that, 
he been reinstated with the benefits of continuity of service 
and backwages. 

4. This claim of the 2nd Parly is not disputed by 1st 
Party. It is not challenged. So 1 accept it and conclude that, 
termination effected on 2nd Party is not just and proper 
and his services was not considered which he put in from 
1-4-1989 to 31st January, 1994. hence, the order: 

ORDER 

(a) Reference is allowed ; 

(b) Termination effected on 2nd Party without 
Considering the services put in by 2nd Party, Anil 
Rawji Sakaria, with 1st Parly is not just and 
proper; 

(c) 1st Parly is directed to reinstate 2nd Parly 
workman on his post and direct to give benefits 
of continuity of service with backwages from 
1st February, 1994; 

(d) in the circumstances, no order as to its costs. 

Mumbai, 

9th august, 2006 

A. A. LAD, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4139. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes a corrigendium to the award 
(Ref. No. 24/2000) of the Central Government Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, Bhubaneswar as shown in the 
Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between the employers 
in relation to the management of Department of Telecom 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-40011/KV2000-IR (DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 

ANNEXURE 

CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL- 
CUM -LABOUR COURT, BHUBANESWAR 

PRESENT : ShriN.K,R. Mohapatra, 

Presiding Officer, 

C.G.I.T. cum-Labour-Court, 

Bhubneswar. 

INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE CASE No. 24/2000 
Date of Passing Award-11th Sept. 2006 
BETWEEN: 

The Management of the Chief 
General Manager (T), 

Telecom Department, 

Orissa Circle, 

Bhubaneswar-751001 .1st Party-Management 

AND 

Their Workman, 

Represented through 
The President, 

OritsSa Door Sanchar, 

/ stai Mazdoor Sangh (BMS), 

Sector-A 219, 

Mancheswar Industrial Estate, 

Rasulgarh Bhubaneswar, 

Orissa. .2nd Party-Union 


APPEARANCES: 

R.K. Das. For the 1st Party—Management 

Shri K.C. Rout, : For the 2nd Party—Union. 

President, 

ODSAMS. 

AWARD 

The Government of India in the Ministry of Labour, 
in exercise of Powers conferred by Clause (d) of sub-section 
(1) and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (Hof 1947) have referred the following 
dispute for adjudication vide their Order No. L-40011/10/ 
2000-IR(DU), dated 11-07-2000 

“Whether the action of the Management of 
Department of Telecom, Orissa Circle by not 
regularizing/giving temporary status to the 
disputants is justified? If not to what relief the 
disputants are entitled?” 

2. The parties are heard orally as they submitted that 
the case be disposed on the basis of materials already on 
record. 

3. Following the reference made by the Central 
Government the Union filed the claim statement along with 
a list of workers for thier regularization. As against that the 
Management initially took the stand that these workers are 
totally unknown persons. But in course of the proceeding 
the Management at one stage- filed a petition contending 
to have already selected 455 workers for their regularization 
and that the same is waiting for the approval of the higher 
authorities. 

4. It is the settled law that in a dispute for regularization 
of temporary workers. The Tribunal lacks the jurisdiction to 
direct the Management to regularize the workers who are 
working continuously for years together. The Tribunal also 
lacks the jurisdiction to recommend the names of the workers 
for their regularization. As the law stands today it can at 
best ask the Management to formulate a method prescribing 
modalities for the regularization of the deserving workers on 
humanitarian ground. From the submission of the 
Management it is crystal clear that having formulated some 
methods it is already in the process of selecting the workers 
by creating necessary posts. Therefore, when the 
Management has already taken up the matter without waiting 
for the result of the reference, I find no further direction is 
necessary from this end any more. 

5. It is submitted by both parties that the select list of 
455 workers covers 274 of the list given by the Union. 
Therefore, the Management is asked to complete the process 
of regularization as per its norms formulated preferable 
within a period of six months to safeguard the further 
interest of the workers. 

6. According this reference is answared. 

Dictated & Corrected by me. 

N. K. R. MOHAPATRA, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4140. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 4/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL Na 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghanshyam Dass, 

Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-D4 of2003 
(Arising out of Reference No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES: 

Mr. Vilas Mahadev Desai, Complainant 

Vis. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri. R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra. 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 
AWARD 

1, The workman Shri Vilas Mahadev Desai has moved 
the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 33-Aof 
the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act). The paryer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House^ Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 


2. The application is being contested by the Company 
on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 6-8-2003 
inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation of the 
provisions of the Sectiqn 33(2)(b) of the Act and that the 
present Complainant is now estopped from filing the present 
complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier complaint. 
The matter remained pending for one reason or the other. 
In view of the legal pleas taken up by the Company, the 
learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the Complainant moved 
an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a prayer that the 
maintainability of the present complaint may be considered 
first. It is surprising that such an application should have 
been moved by the Company taking up of the preliminary 
issue but the Company did not chose for it. Instead, the 
workman has moved the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. POINT NO. 1 

The present complaint is being admittedly filed for 
violation of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996, 
Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was pending before' 
this Tribunal on the day of moving of the instant 
complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The reference 
was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This reference 
was made by the Central Government under clause (d) of 
Sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947. For considering “Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr. S.S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f. 2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
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workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact that 
the petitioner workman was a member of the Union which 
had taken up the pending dispute of another workman will 
not make him a workman ‘ ‘ concerned” in the dispute within 
the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is the dispute that the 
workman has to be concerned with and not only with the 
parties to the dispute. It is after ascertaining the nature of 
the pending dispute that the Court can reach the conclusion 
whether the workman is “concerned” with it or not. No 
case law has been submitted by the learned counsel for the 
workmen to substantiate his arguments that the present 
workman was concerned in any manner with the pendency 
of the Ref. No. 27 of 19976. The necessity for compliance 
of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company 
only when there was a pending dispute in between the 
workman as a group and the Company involving the issues 
relating to general importance. The pendency of a dispute 
of a particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be 
said to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. 
Hence, I conclude that there was no necessity for the 
Company to follow the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2Xb) of the Act and seek approval of its action regarding 
the dismissal of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable, 

6 . POINT NO. 2: The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V.V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed”. 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 


a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 Supreme 
Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, Petitioner 
Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior and others 
and submitted that the present complaint is barred by the 
provisions of the Order XXIII R1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this 
ruling is not helpful on the facts and circumstances of the 
present case in view of the order of the Tribunal quoted 
above whereby the Tribunal allowed the application with 
specific words “Permission granted”. Hence, it does not lie 
in the mouth of the Company to say that present complaint 
is now barred. It may also be mentioned that the aforesaid 
complaint was being moved on account of pendency of the 
reference CGIT-49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two 
different workmen by the Company to the workmen of the 
CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present 
application is not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. - 

8 . In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer, 
^i 26 ftlcIMt, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4141. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12 of 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
v the management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTnUL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No.-I 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghanshyam Dass, 

Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-12 of 2003 
(Arising out of No. CG1T-1/27 of 1996) 
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PAREDES: 

Rajaram Gajanan Naik : Complainant 

Vis. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : • Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri. R.N. Shah, 

Adv. 

For the Complainant ' : Shri. V. V. Pai, 

Adv. 

State : Maharashtra. 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri. Rajaram Gajanan Naik has moved 
the instant application dt 22-5-2003 under Section 33-A of the 
Industrial Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as the Act). 
The paryer made therein is for withdrawal of the dismissal 
order and reinstatement with back wages and continuity of 
service. The ground for the claim is that Chowgule and Co. 
Ltd. Chowgule House, Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter 
referred to as Company, has violated the mandatory provisions 
of Section 33(2Xb) of the Act on account of pendency of 
the Reference CGIT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 6-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2Xb) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, 
as prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. POINT NO. 1 

The present complaint is being admittedly filed for 
violation of the provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act 
on account of pendency of CQIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. 
Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was pending before 
this Tribunal on the day of moving of the instant 


complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The reference 
was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This reference 
was made by the Central Government under clause (d) of 
Sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. For considering “Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr. S.S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f. 2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C 1260 and 
the honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned ” in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned ” with it or not. No ca^e law has been submitted 
by the learned cousel for the workmen to substantiate his 
argument that the present workman was concerned in any 
manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. The 
necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act 
was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
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the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6 . In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs "'The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V.V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw ihe complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed”. 

8 . The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R. 1 of Civil 
P C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
die application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being 
moved on account of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 
of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen 
by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. 
Hence, I conclude that the present application is not barred 
by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

Sd/- 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
3$ 26 RldWL -2006 
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3 tt 14) w \ mt 17 ^ mm A 4 ^ 
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fT3TT *3 I 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4142.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 22 of 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-09-2006. 

(No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding 
Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-22 of2003 

(Arising out of No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES: 

Mr. Pandurang Hari Gaude : Complainant 

Vis. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri. R.N. Shah, 

Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V. V. Pai, 

Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 
AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Pandurang f^ri Gaude has 
moved the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 
33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to 
as the Act). The paryer made therein is for withdrawal of 
the dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Cd. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
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the Act. on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 6-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned 
counsel for the parties have been heard and the record 
is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, 
as prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman: 

( 1 ) Whether Section 33(2Xb) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. POINT NO. 1: The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2Xb) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of 
moving of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of 
the Act. The reference was decided vide Award dt. 
29-3-2004. This reference was made by the Central 
Government under clause (d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. For considering 
“Whether the action of the Managing Director, 
Chowgule and Company Ltd., Chowgule House, 
Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away discharging from 
services of Mr. S.S. Naik, Exr-electrician Code No. 1937 
as well as the General Secretary of the recognized 
Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 2-11-1995 is just, valid 
and legal? If not then, what benefits the workman is 
entitled to? ” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 


of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary, The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2Xb) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned ” in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned” with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned cousel for the workmen to substantiate his 
argument that the present workman was concerned in any 
manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. The 
necessity for compliance of Section 33(2Xb) of the Act 
was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of 9 particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, 1 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6 . In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
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therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V.V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
.withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed”. 

8 . The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R. 1 of Civil 
P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being 
moved on account of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 
of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen 
by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. 
Hence, 1 conclude that the present application is not barred 
by Order XX1U R. 1 of Civil P.C. 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

M ftc#, 26 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4143.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 18 of 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 


ANNEXURE 

BEET)RETHECENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. I, 

MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghanshyam Dass, 

Presiding Officer 

A pplication/Complaint No. CGIT-18 of2003 
(Arising out of No. CGIT-l/27of 1996) 

PARTIES: 

Mr. Ratnakar Shankar : Complainant 

Chawdikar 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri. R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra. 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 
AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Ratnakar Shankar Chawdikar 
has moved the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). The prayer made therein is for 
withdrawal of the dismissal order and reinstatement with 
back wages and continuity of service. The ground for the 
claim is that Chowgule & Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, 
Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as 
Company has violated the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2Xb) of the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 6-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one,reason pr 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned 
counsel for the parties have been heard and the record 
is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, 
as prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 
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(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present cqmplaint? 


5. POINT No* 1. The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2Xb) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGITRef. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of 
moving of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of 
the Act. The reference was decided vide Award dt. 
29-3-2004. This reference was made by the Central 
Government under clause (d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947. For considering 
“Whether the action of the Managing Director, Chowgule 
and Company Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao Harbour 
in straight away discharging from services of Mr. S.S. 
Naik, Ex-electrician Code No. 1937 as well as the General 
Secretary of the recognized Chowgule Employees Union 
w.e.f. 2-11-1995 is just, valid andlegal? If not then, what 
benefits the workman is entitled to?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician.. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not rrake him a workman ^‘concerned” in the 
dispute within the meaning of Section 33(l)(a). It is the 
dispute that the workman has to be concerned with and 
not only' with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 


‘ ‘concerned” with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned cousel for the workmen to substantiate his 
arguments that the present workman was concerned in 
any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. 
The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2: The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V.V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed”. 

8. The learfied counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R. 1 of Civil 
P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also he 
mentioned that- the aforesaid complaint was being 
moved on account of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 
of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen 
by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. 
Hence, I conclude that the present application is not barred 
by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C 

9. In view of the finding on point Np; 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

Sd/- 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4144. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 17/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26*9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE OENTRALGOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNO. 1 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

AppUcation/Complaint No. CGIT-17/2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT* 1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES 

Mr. Ramkant P. Naik : Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V.Y.Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Ramakant P. Naik has moved 
the instant application dt. 22/5/2003 under Section 33-Aof 
the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao 


Harbour, Goa hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt.06-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri.V.V.Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint? 

5. POINT NO.l: The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of CG1T Ref. 
No.27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CG1T No.27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under. Section 33-A of the Act. The 
reference was decided vide Award dt.29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act 1947. For considering “ Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from service of Mr.S.S.Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 11-2-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to? ” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr.S.S.Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No.1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee's Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
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workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a dispute in between the workmen as a 
community and the Company. In this view of the matter the 
present workman cannot be said to be concerned in any 
manner to attract the provisions of the violation of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for consideration had come 
before the Honourable High Court of Orissa in the case of 
Khagendra Prasad Patra vs.D.T.M.S.T.S.Koraput and 
another 1976 LAB I.C 1260 and the Honourable High Court 
had held that the mere fact that the petitioner workman 
was a member of the Union which had taken up the 
pending dispute of another workman will not make him a 
workman “ concerned ” in the dispute within the meaning 
of Section 33(1) (a). It is the dispute that the workman 
has to be concerned with and not only with the parties to 
the dispute. It is after ascertaining the nature of the 
pending dispute that the Court can reach the conclusion 
whether the workman is "concerned" with it or not. No 
case law has been submitted by the learned counsel for the 
workmen to substantiate his arguments that the present 
workman was concerned in any manner with the pendency 
of the Ref. No.27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company 
only when there was a pending dispute in between the 
workman as a group and the Company involving the issues 
relating to general importance; The pendency of a dispute 
of a particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be 
said to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. 
Hence, I conclude that there was no necessity for the 
Company to follow the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act and seek approval of its action regarding 
the dismissal of the present workman. 

6 . In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A cf the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2: The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt.28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri. V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint permission granted. Application 
is allowed’'. 


8 . The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C. 

I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words "Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of the reference CGIT -49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of1996. Hence, I 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
XXIII R.l of Civil P.C. 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

^i 26 fm&K 2006 

^T.3TT. SlfafTO, 1947 ( 1947 

■qTf 14) SfTCT 

■qfar ^ wrtu ^ M«m»T sfk 
#3, fife StWlPl* |=b 

3TfacRTiT, ^ TO WsH T 6/2003) WfW 

^ T&gm 33TOR efft 26-9-2006 ^ "STM fSTT «ni 
£*L T^-29025/2/2006-3TTf 3TTC (Wm) ] 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4145. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 6/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CT^UAI> GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIB UNAL NO. i 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-1/27 of2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
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PARTIES 

Mr. Digamber Shankar : Complainant 
Asolkar 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 
APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V.V. Pai, Adv. 

State Maharashtra 

Mumbai dated this 1st day of September, 2006- 
AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Digamber Shankar Asolkar 
Pereira has moved the instant application dt. 22/5/2003 
under Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act), thepryaer made therein 
is for withdrawal of the dismissal order and reinstatement 
with back wages and continuity of service. The ground for 
the claim is that Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, 
Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as 
Company) has violated the mandatory provisions of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of the 
Reference CGIT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt.06/8/2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for or.e reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri.V.V.Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint ? 

5. POINT NO. 1; The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. 
No.27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No.27 of 1996 was 


[Part I!— Sec. 3(ii)] 


pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. Tne 
reference was decided vide Award dt.29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act 1947. For considering *'Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr.S.S.Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 11-2-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to ?’’ 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr.S.S.Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee's Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Naik. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity, it was not related with the job 
whicji he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S.Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
'which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned" in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1) (a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and net only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned” with it or not. No case law has been 
submitted by the learned counsel for the workmen to 
substantiate his arguments that the present workman was 
concerned in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. 
No.27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company only 
when there was a pending dispute in between the workman 
as a group and the Company involving the issues relating 
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Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint ? 

5. POINT NO. 1: The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2){b) of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day. of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The 
reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. For considering “ Whether the action 
of the Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd, 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr.S.S.Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 11-2-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S.Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject-matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company, In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 


violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman “concerned” in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1) (a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
“concerned " with it or not. No case law has been 
submitted by the learned counsel for the workmen to 
substantiate his arguments that the present workman was 
concerned in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. 
No,27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company only 
when there was a pending dispute in between the workman 
as a group and the Company involving the issues relating 
to general importance. The pendency of a dispute of a 
particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said 
to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, 
I conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6 . In this view of^the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33?A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt.18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri. V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint permission granted. Application 
is allowed”. 

8 . The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 

4 Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C. 
I feel thqt this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
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on account of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of twp. different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, I 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C . ^ 

9. In view of the finding on point No.l the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

^ fa#, 26 2006 ; 

W.3TT, 4147,— foq i q 1947 (1947 

^TT14) Tfi m 17 ^ WffK A TT^ 

3>., 7 ifa "5T^^tci5| ^ 3^T ^ , 

3 ^‘tt 3 ^#9 mm ^>Pi45 

3 ?ftre*ui, *pr$-i ^ w (w? wm 8/2003) # y«wf?id 

mm # 26-9-2006 #w*r-g3Tr m 
[U ^29025/2/2006-3^ 31TC (fa?19)] 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4147. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 8/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
Management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
' ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, 

MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

Applicaiton/Complaint No. CGIT-8/2003 
(Arising wit of Ref. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES: 

Mr. Ram Dass H. Naik : Complainant 
. , . Vs. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V.V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 


AWARD 

T. The workman Shri Ramdas H. Naik haS moved 
the instant applicant dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 33-A of 
the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
"Act). The prayer madfc"therem is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co, Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company) has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27 of1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt.06-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions erf the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his 
earlier complaint. The matter remained pending for one 
reason or the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by 
the Company, the learned counsel Shri.V. V, Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt.17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint? 

5. POINT NO. 1: The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of ihe Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The 
reference was decided rwfe Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by die Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act 1947. For considering “Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Marmuga-fiarbour in straight away 
discharging from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f. 2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to ? 
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Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it washeld that dismissal 
was badand the workman wasieinsteted with back wages. 

It is clear from the perusal ol iheTeconi that the reference 
was wholly with respect i& the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the warkmanjmnseiy Mr. S.5. Naikwho was 
working as Electrician witlrCode No.1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary etf the 'recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. Thiscannctbe said tobe in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject-matter of the dismusal of a specific 
employee Mr. Naur. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened lo be the Genera] Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between workmen 
as a community andthe Company.in this view of the matter 
the present workman cannot He said to be concerned in 
any manner to attract the provisions of the violation of 
Section 33 (2Xb) of the Act. The matter for consideration 
had come before the .Honourable High -Court of Orissa in 
the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. D.T.M.S.T.S, 
Koraput and another1976LAB 1.C.1260and the Honourable 
High Court had iheld that the mere fact that the petitioner 
workman was a member of the Union which had taken up 
the pending dispute of another workman wilt not make 
him a workman “ concerned" in the dispute within the 
meaning of Section 33(1) (a), ft is the dispute that the 
workman has to be concerned with and not only with the 
parties to the dispute.lt is after ascertaining the nature of 
the pending dispute that the Court can reach the 
conclusion whether the workman is " concerned” with k 
or not. No case law has been submitted by the learned 
counsel for the workmen to substantiate his arguments 
that the present workman was concerned in any manner 
with the pendency of the Ref. NoJ27 of1996. The necessity 
for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required 
for the Company only when there was a pending dispute in 
between the workman as a group and the Company 
involving the issues relating to general importance; The 
pendency of a dispute of a particular employee regarding 
his dismissal cannot be said to be a dispute relating to the 
workman as a whole. Hence, I conclude that there was no 
necessity for the Company to follow the mandatory 
provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of-the Act and seek approval 
of its action regarding the dismissalaf the present workman. 

6. In this view of the-matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POIKT-WCLZ; The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint* 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 


Section. 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt.18/11/2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt.28/1/2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
skrt V. V.Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed ” 

8. The learned counsel for the Company submi tted 
that there was no specific order fen granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C. 
I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case m view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words "Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of theteference CGIT -49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two difterent workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT- 27 of 1996. Hence, 
I conclude that the present application is not barred by 
Order XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C 

9. In view of the finding on point No.l the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed . 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
26 2006 

4148. — feHK 3?fafWT, 1947 (1947 
3ST14) 17 

gfa^ 

^ TO (wfwtT 9/2003) 
^ 26-9-2006 ^ 

[U T^f-29025/2/2G06-31lf 3TK (fafat*) ] 
Trq. 3P3R Wr 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 414$.— In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 9/2003) 
of the Centrai Govemment Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Mombai-Inow as sbown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central 
Govermnent on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEK)RETHECENTOALGOVfKNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. I, 

MUMBAI 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

Applicadon/Complaint No, CGIT-1-9-2003 . 

(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES 

Sainath Raghunath : Complainant 

Mainkar 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 
APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Sainath Raghumath Mainkar 
has moved the instant application dt. 22/5/2003 under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act), the prayer made therein is for 
withdrawal of the dismissal order and reinstatement with 
back wages and continuity of service. The ground for the 
claim is that Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgula House, 
Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as 
Company has violated the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2Xb) of the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 
6-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation of 
the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and that 
the present Complainant is now estopped from filing the 
present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri.V.V.Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt.17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability, of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 


(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint ? 

5. POINT NO. 1: The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. 
N0.27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No.27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The 
reference was decided vide Award dt.29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of Sub-section (1) of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act 1947. For considering “Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from sen/ices of Mr. S.S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f. 20-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal?,If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to ?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr.S.S.Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No.1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee's Union. Tins cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that-the, dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Cpmpany, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary ol the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between workmen 
as a community and the Company. In this view of the matter 
the present workman cannot be said to be concerned in 
any manner to attract the provisions of the violation of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for consideration 
had come before the Honourable High Court of Orissa in 
the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. D.T.M.S.T.S. 
Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C.l 260 and the Honourable 
High Court had held that the mere fact that the petitioner 
workman was a member of the Union which had taken up 
the pending dispute of another workman will not make 
him a workman “ concerned” in the dispute within the 
meaning of Section 33(l)(a). It is the dispute that the 
workman has to be concerned with and not only with the 
parties to the dispute. It is after ascertaming the nature of 
the pending dispute that the Court can reach the 
conclusion whether the workman is “concerned ” with it 
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2. The application is being contested by the Company 
on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 6-8-2003 
inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation of the 
provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and that the 
present Complainant is now estopped from filing the present 
complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier complaint. 
The matter remained pending for one reason or the other. 
In view of the legal pleas taken up by the Company, the 
learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the Complainant moved 
an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a prayer that the 
maintainability of the present complaint may be considered 
first. It is surprising that such an application should have 
been moved by the Company taking up of the preliminary 
issue but the Company did not chose for it. Instead, the 
workman has moved the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint ? 

5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947. For considering “ Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to? ” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the persual of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S. S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workman and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specifice 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 


holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman “ concerned ” in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(l)(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
’‘concerned” with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate his 
arguments that the present workman was concerned in 
any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. 
The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act was required for thfe Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presinding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed P\ 

8. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
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or not. No case law has been submitted by the learned 
counsel for the workmen to substantiate his arguments 
that the present workman was concerned in any manner 
with the pendency of the Ref. No.27 of 1996. The necessity 
for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required 
for the Company only when there was a pending dispute in 
between the workman as a group and the Company 
involving the issues relating to general importance. The 
pendency of a dispute of a particular employee regarding 
his dismissal cannot be said to be a dispute relating to the 
workman as a whole. Hence, 1 conclude that there was no 
necessity for the Company to follow the mandatory 
provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and seek 
approval of its action regarding the dismissal of the present 
workman. 

6. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. POINT NO. 2 : The plea Of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “Thedearned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint permission granted. Application 
is allowed ” 

8. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIIIRJ of Civil P.C. 
1 feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words "Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of the reference CGIT -49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two difterent workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, 1 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
XXIII R.1 of Civil P.C 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAMDASS, Presiding Officer 


26 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4149.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 11/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Mumbai-1 now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-1R (Misc.)j 
B.M.DAVIID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. I, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 
Application/Complaint No. CGIT-11 of2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES: 

Mr. Dileep DaUa Shetkar : Complainant 

Vis. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Parly : Shri R. N. Shall, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September. 2006 

AWARD 

The workman Shri Dileep Datta Shetkar has movt-d 
the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Sec 1 ion 33-A of 
the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act), The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour. Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) ol 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 
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a fresh complaint. Fie relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.l. of Civil 
P.C. I feel that this ruiing is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mount of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of the reference CG1T-49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, I 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
XXIII R.I. of Civil P.C. 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
^ 26 fERFTl, 2006 

^T.3TT. 4150.—3?te'iPl<b 1947 (1947 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4150.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central Government 
hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 13/2003) of the Central 
Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court MumbaiT 
now as shown in the Annexure in the'Industria! Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their workman, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-9*2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUS TRIAL TRIBUNAL No. I MUMBAI 

PRESENT : Justice Ghashyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-13 of 2003 

(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 


[Part II—Sec. 3(ii)] 


PARTIES 

Lingappa Mahadev Kurup Gauda : .Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : .Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

The workman Shri Lingappa Mahadev Kurup Gauda 
has moved the instant application dtd. 22-5-2003 under 
Section 33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter 
referred to as the Act). The prayer made therein is for 
withdrawal of the dismissal order and reinstatement with 
baack wages and continuity of service. The ground for the 
claim is that Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, 
Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as 
Company has violated the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the Company 
on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dtd. 6-8-2003 
inter alia on the pleas that therS is no violation of the 
provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and that the 
present Complainant is now estopped from filing the present 
complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier complaint. 
The matter remained pending for one reason or the other. 
In view of the legal pleas taken up by the.Company, the 
learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the Complainant moved 
an application dtd. 17-7-2006 with a prayer that the 
maintainability of the present complaint maybe considered 
first. It is surprising that such as application should have 
been moved by the Company taking up of the preliminary 
issue but the Company did not chose for it. Instead, the 
workman has moved the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now stopped from 
filing the present complaint ? 

5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly file for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CG1T No. 27 of 
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1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dtd. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. For considering " Whether the action 
of the Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from servies of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No, 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f.2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to? ” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S. S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of immagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specifice 
employee Mr. Naik. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the c^se of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB LG 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman ‘‘concerned" in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate his 
arguments that the present workman was concerned in 
any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. 
The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 


the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

6. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-Aof the Act is not maintainable. 

7. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 3 3-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dtd. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dtd. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “ The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed ”, 

8. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liherty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 
Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that the present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.l. of Civil 
P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of the reference CG1T-49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 o11996. Hence, I 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
XXIII R.I. of Civil P.C. 

9. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

M 26 fadWU 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O, 4151 .— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 10/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)) 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNALNo. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass. Presiding Officer 
Application/Complaint No. CGIT-10 of2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES 

Mr. Atchut Gajanan Naik —Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : — Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R.N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai. Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

The workman Shri Atchut Gajanan Naik has moved 
the instant application dL 22-5-2003 under Section 33-A of 
the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the Company 
on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 6-8-2003 


inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation of the 
provisions of die Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and that the 
present Complainant is now estopped from filing the present 
complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier complaint. 
The matter remained pending for one reason or the other. 
In view of the- legal pleas taken up by the Company, the 
learned counsel Shri V. V. Pai, for the Complainant moved 
an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a prayer that the 
maintainability of the present complaint may be considered 
first. It is surprising that such an application should have 
been moved by the Company taking up of the preliminary 
issue but the Company did not chose for it. Instead, the 
workman has moved the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated ? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now stopped from 
filing the present complaint ? 

5. Point No. I : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGTTNo. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute 
Act, 1947. For considering " Whether the action of the 
Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House , Mormugao-Harbour in straight away 
discharging from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Cade No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 2-11-1995 
is just, valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the persual of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S. S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of immagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workman and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 




[RPTII—3(ii)] 


8979 


TF3R5T : 21, 2006/^H^R 29, 1928 


which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened tobe the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.G 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman “concerned” in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
" concerned " with it or not. No case law has been submi tted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate his 
arguments that the present workman was concerned in 
any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. 
The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, 1 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2Xb) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presinding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed". 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 
Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, 


Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior 
and others and submitted that die present complaint is 
barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII R.I. of Civil 
P.C. 1 feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts and 
circumstances of the present case in view of the order of 
the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal allowed 
the application with specific words “Permission granted”. 
Hence, it does not lie in the mount of the Company to say 
that present complaint is now barred. It may also be 
mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being moved 
on account of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 of 1995 
regarding the dismissal as of two different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, I 
conclude that the present application is not barred by Order 
xfifRJ. of Civil P.C 

8. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
^ 26 farFSR, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 
S.O. 4152. — In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes tire award (Ref. No. 14/2003) 
of tire Central Governnrem Industrial Tri^^ 

Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTTRIALIKIBUNALNck 1, MUMBAI 
PRESENT: 

Justice Gha&shyam Dass, Presiding Officer 
App&a&miCcmvl** Ns. CGTT.14of26Q3 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT.I/27of 1996) 

' PARTIES 

Santosh Bombi Gaude ; Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Lid. Opp. Party 
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Appearances 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Santosh Bombi Gaude has 
moved the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 
33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to 
as the Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of 
the dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages 
and continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has vio¬ 
lated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT. 27 of 
1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the Com¬ 
pany on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 06-8-003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no viola¬ 
tion of the provisions of the Section 33(2)( b) of the Act 
and that the present Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint on account of dismissal of 
his earlier complaint. The matter remained pending for 
one reason or the other. In view of the legal pleas taken 
up by the Company, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, 
for the Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 
with a prayer that the maintainability of the present com¬ 
plaint may be considered first. It is surprising that such 
an application should have been moved by the Com¬ 
pany taking up.of the preliminary issue but the Com¬ 
pany did not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved 
the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Dis¬ 
pute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. Point No.l: The present complaint is being admit¬ 
tedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33. A of the Act. The ref¬ 
erence was decided vide A ward dt. 29.3.2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of sub section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act 1947. For considering “Whether the action of 
the Managing director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao. Harbour in straight-away 


discharging from services of Mr. S.S. Naik, Ex. electri¬ 
cian Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of 
the recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.j. 
2-11-1995 is just, valid and legal? If not then. What ben¬ 
efits the workman is entitled to? 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dis¬ 
missal was bad and the workman was reinstated with back 
wages. It is clear from the perusal of the record that the 
reference was wholly with respect to the grievances re¬ 
garding dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik 
who was working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and 
was holding the post of General Secretary of the recog¬ 
nized Chowgule Employee’s Union. This cannot be said 
to be in any stretch of imagination that the dispute was in 
between all the workmen and the Company, since the ref¬ 
erence was only having the subject matter of the dismissal 
of a specific employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial 
that this workman was holding the post of General Secre¬ 
tary. The holding of post of General Secretary of the Union 
was in his independent capacity. It was not related with 
the job which he was required to perform as Electrician. 
The dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of-the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)( b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs.. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another work¬ 
man will not make him a workman “concerned” in the dis¬ 
pute within the meaning of Section 33(l)(a). It is the 
dispute shall the workman has to be concerned with and 
not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after ascer¬ 
taining the nature of the pending dispute that the Court 
call reach the conclusion whether the workman is “con¬ 
cerned” with it or not. No case law has been submitted by 
the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate his 
arguments that the present workman was concerned in 
any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No.27 of 1996 
The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act was required for the Company only when there was a 
pending dispute in between the workman as a group and 
the Company involving the issues relating to general im¬ 
portance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular em¬ 
ployee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a dis¬ 
pute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I con¬ 
clude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 3 3(2)(b) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dis¬ 
missal of the present workman. 
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5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
complainant is estopped from tiling the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33.A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that ap¬ 
plication vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed therein 
runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant Shri. V 
V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to with¬ 
draw the complaint. The permission granted. Applica¬ 
tion is allowed. “ 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Ser¬ 
vice, Petitioner Vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present com¬ 
plaint is barred by the provisions of the Order XX III R.1 
of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts 
and circumstances of the present case in view of the order 
of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal al¬ 
lowed the application with specific words “Permission 
granted”. Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the Com¬ 
pany to say that present complaint is now barred. It may 
also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was being 
moved on account of pendency of the reference CGIT- 
49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different work¬ 
men by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT.27 of 
1996. Hence, I conclude that the present application is 
not barred by Order XX III R. 1 of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on point No.l the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
M 26 fWT«R, 2006 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4153 . — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 15/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 


Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL No. 1, MUMBAI 
PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

AppBcation/Complaint No. CGIT-15 of 2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-l/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES: 

Mangaldas Narayan Sawant : .. Complainant 

' Vis. 


Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : .. Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party 
For the Complainant 
State 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 
AWARD 


Shri R. N.Shah, Adv. 
Shri V.V. Pai, Adv. 
Maharashtra 


The workman Shri Mangaldas Narayan Sawant has 
moved the instant application dt. 22-5*2003 under Section 
33-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to 
as the Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of 
the dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages 
and continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has vio¬ 
lated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the Com¬ 
pany on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 06-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and that 
the present Complainant is now estopped from filing the 
present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the Com¬ 
pany, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, for the Complainant 
moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a prayer that the. 
maintainability of the present complaint may be considered 
first. It is surprising that such an application should have 
been moved by the Company taking up of the preliminary 
issue but the Company did not chose for it. Instead, the 
workman has moved the instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 
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4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial Dis¬ 
pute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5 . Point No, 1 : The present complaint is being admit¬ 
tedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) 
of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 
1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was pending be¬ 
fore this Tribunal on the day of moving of the instant com¬ 
plaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The reference was 
decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This reference was made 
by the Central Government under clause (d) of sub-section I 
of Section 10 of the Industrial Dispute Act 1947. For consid¬ 
ering “ Whether the action of the Managing Director, 
Chowgule and Company Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao- 
Harbour in straight-away discharging, from services of Mr. 
S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician Code No. 1937 as well as the 
General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule Employees 
Union w.e.f. 2-11-1995 is just, valid and legal? If not then, 
what benefits the workman is entitled to?” 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dis¬ 
missal was bad and the workman was reinstated with back 
wages. It is clear from the perusal of the record that the 
reference was wholly with respect to the grievances re¬ 
garding dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik 
who was working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and 
was holding the post of General Secretary of the recog¬ 
nized Chowgule Employee’s Union. This cannot be said 
to be in any stretch of imagination that the dispute was in 
between all the workmen and the Company, since the 
reference was only having the subject matter of the dis¬ 
missal of a specific employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether 
immaterial that this workman was holding the post of 
General Secretary. The holdingof post of General Secre¬ 
tary of the Union was in his independent capacity. It was 
not related with the job which he was required to perform 
as Electrician. The dismissal was made by the Company 
for a particular workman and not the General Secretary. 
The fact that the workman happened to be the General 
Secretary of the Union did not mean that there was. a dis¬ 
pute in between the workmen as a community and the 
Company. In this view of the matter the present workman 
cannof be said to be concerned in any manner to attract 
the provisions of the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act. The matter for consideration had come before the 
Honourable High Court of Orissa in the case of Khagendra 
Prasad Patra vs. D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput all another 1976 
LAB I.C. 1260 and the Honourable High Court had held 
that of the mere fact that the petitioner workman was a 
member of the Union which had taken up the pending 
dispute (another workman will not make him a workman 
“concerned ” in the dispute within the meaning of Sec¬ 
tion 33(1 )(a). It is the dispute that the workman has to 
be concerned with and not only with the parties to the 
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dispute. It is after ascertaining the nature of the pending 
dispute that the Court can reach the conclusion whether 
the workman “concerned” with it or not. No case law 
has been submitted by the learned counsel for the work¬ 
men to substantiate his arguments that the present work¬ 
man was concerned in any manner with the pendency of 
the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company 
only when there was a pending dispute in between the 
workman’ as a group and the Company involving the is¬ 
sues relating to general importance. The pendency of a 
dispute of a particular employee regarding his dismissal 
cannot be said to be a dispute relating to the workman as 
a whole. Hence, I conclude that there was no necessity for 
the Company to follow the mandatory provisions of Sec¬ 
tion 33(2)(b) of the Act and sick approval of its action 
regarding the dismissal of the present workman. 

In this view of the matter the present complaint un¬ 
der Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. POINT NO. 2 :The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have, any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dtd. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for with¬ 
drawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh com¬ 
plaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that applica¬ 
tion vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed therein runs 
“the learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri. V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint permission granted. Application is 
allowed”. 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Ser¬ 
vice, Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present com¬ 
plaint is barred by the provisions of the order XXIII R. 1 of 
Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the facts, 
and circumstances of the present case in view of the order 
of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal 
allowed the application with specific words “Permission 
granted”. Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Company to say that present complaint is now barred. It 
may also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was 
being moved on account of pendency of the reference 
CGIT-49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as'of two differ¬ 
ent workmen by the Company to the workmen of the CG1T- 
27 of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present application 
is not barred by Order XXIIIR. I of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on Point No.l the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
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New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4154.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 16/ 
2003) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the- Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Chowgule & Co. Goa 
and their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L.-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.1 

MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
Application/Complaint No. CGIT-16/2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES: 

Mr. Nilu Tilgo Panshekhar: Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri V. V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra, 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 
AWARD 

The workman Shri. Nilu Gilgo Panshekar has moved 
the instant application dtd. 22/5/2003 under Section 33-A 
of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 


dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2){b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 19%. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dtd. 06/8/2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no 
violation of the provisions of the Section 33 (2)(b) of the 
Act and that the present Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint on account of dismissal 
of his earlier complaint. The matter remained pending for 
one reason or the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up 
by the Company, the learned counsel Shri. V.V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dtd. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did 
not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the 
instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? • 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. Point No. I : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. NO. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the industrial 
Dispute Act 1947. For considering Whether the action of 
the Managing Director. Chowgule and Company Ltd> 
Chowgule House , Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr. S.S. NaiL Ex-eL*ciricim 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f. 2.U.I99 
5 is just , valid and legal? if not then, what benefits thi 
workman is entitled to? 

Vide A ward dated 29/3/2004, it was held that dtsro iss&l 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S Naifc who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
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Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference w r as only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976LAB I.C. 1260and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact 
that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will make him a workman" concerned" in the 
dispute within the meaning of Section 33(])(a). It is the 
dispute that the workman has to be concerned with and 
no f only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with it or not. No case law has been 
submitted by the learned counsel for the workmen to 
substantiate his arguments that the present workman was 
concerned in any manner with the pendency of ttffe Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company only 
when there was a pending dispute in between the workman 
as a group and the Company involving the issues relating 
to general importance. The pendency of a dispute of a 
particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said 
to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, 
I conclude that there was no necessity for the Company 
to follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act and seek approval of its action regarding the 
dismissal of the present workman. 

In this view of the matter the present complaint under 
Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

Point No. 2: The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dtd. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dtd. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs The learned counsel for the Complainant Shri. 


V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint The permission granted. 
Application is allowed". 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport 
Service, Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present 
complaint is barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII 
R. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the 
facts and circumstances of the present case in view of the 
order of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal 
allowed the application with specific words “Permission 
granted”. Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Company to say that present complaint is now barred. It 
may also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was 
being moved on account of pendency of the reference 
CGIT-49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different 
workmen by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 
of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present application is 
not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil PC. 

8. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

M ftpAt, 26 ta, 2006 

3TT.4155-3Mf'l# feTO 1947 (1947 

14) «f?l *4KT 17 Ai A, TTT4TR A ^ 

, TTftr A WRTsT At ^hA ^4*19 A 

cfrer, apjgre4ff=(f^e akffibh Rmk A ttttk afefPrar 
T^-I A TF 2/2003 ) At W[f?TcT 

■sprat t, # AAAl TIWTC At 26-09-2006 At wa 1341 «TT! 

[A. T^-29025/2/2006-34T! 3TR (fafire)] 

At. trq. AfAS, 3T37 
New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.0.4155. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 04 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 2/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Chowgule & Co. Goa 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L.-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

Justice Ghanshyam Dass, Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-1/2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 
PARTIES 

Mr. Arvind V. Pednekar : Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V.V. Pai, Adv. 

State < : Maharashtra. 

Mumbai, dated this the 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Arvind V. Pednekar has moved 
the instant application dt.22/5/2003 under Section 3 3-A of 
the Industrial Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CG IT- 
27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dtd. 06/8/2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no 
violation of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act and that the present Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint on account of dismissal 
of his earlier complaint. The matter remained pending for 
one reason or the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up 
by the Company, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dtd. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did 
not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the 
instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 


4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman: 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)( b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
COITRef. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide A ward dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act 1947. For considering whether the action 
the Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging .from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 2-11 -1995 
is just valid and legal? If not, then, what benefits the 
workman is entitled to? 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the Grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair, It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. Hie 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company f6r a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraputand another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 
and the Honourable High Court had held that the mere 
fact that the petitioner workman was a member of the 
Union which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
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workman will not make him a workman "concerned" in the 
dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is the 
dispute that the workman has to fle concerned with and 
not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate 
his arguments that the present workman was concerned 
in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 
1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act was required for the Company only when there 
was a pending dispute in between the workman as a group 
and the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs. The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri. V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed". 

7. Thd learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport 
Service, Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present 
complaint is barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII 
R. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the 
facts and circumstances of the present case in view of the 
order of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal 
allowed the application with specific words "Permission 
granted". Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Company to say that present complaint is now barred. It 
may also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was 
being moved on account of pendency of the reference 
CGIT-49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different 
workmen by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 
of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present application is 
not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. 


8. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presidig Officer 

i 26 PBcfWR, 2006 

37T. 4156.-3f#TSFf^ 1947 ( 1947 

effT i4) 17 ^ 3*, A 

<*r., TftaT ^ w m wrz 3^ ^ 

3 l=b 3 W&K sfteftfw 

Tf^-I (77^7T7e4T 1/2003) 

^ TPFlfeia t, ^ WsFK ^ 26-09-2006 ^ 

TTFcT f37T 8JTI 

[77. 7^-29025/2/2006-37Tf 37T7 (faf^J)] 
^T. TJTf. 37^7 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4156. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 1/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in 
relation to the management of M/s. Chowgule & Co. Goa 
and their workmen, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L.-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

• ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

Present 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
Application/Complaint No. CGIT-1/2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES 

Atmaram Guno Gawde : Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V.V. Pai. Adv. 

State : Maharashtra. 
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Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

The workman Shri Atmaram Guno Gawde has moved 
the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 33-A 
of the Industrial Disputes Act (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 
dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour. Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 
06-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did 
not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the 
instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)( b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint?* 

5. Point No. 1 ': The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 3 3-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of sub section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947. For considering whether the action of 
the Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight-away 
discharging from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w.e.f 2.11.1995 is 
just valid and legal? If not then, what benefits the workman 
is entitled to? 


Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the Grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee's Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which*he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 
and the Honourable High Court had held that the mere 
fact that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned" in the 
dispute within the meaning of Section 33( 1 )(a). It is the 
dispute that the workman has to be concerned with and 
not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with it or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate 
his arguments that the present workman was concerned 
in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 
1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act was required for the Company only when there 
was a pending dispute in between the workman as a group 
and the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
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does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs "The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed". 

7. The -learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport 
Service, Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present 
complaint is barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII 
R. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the 
facts and circumstances of the present case in view of the 
order of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal 
allowed the application with specific words "Permission 
granted". Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Company to say that present complaint is now barred. It 
may also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was 
being moved on account of pendency of the reference 
CGIT No. 49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two 
different workmen by the Company to the workmen of the 
CGIT No. 27 of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present 
application is not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
^ feft, 26 ftMCR, 2006 

cFT. 3TT. 4157.-3lteilPM» SlfafWT, 1947 (1947 
14) STK! 17 ^ A 

7 ffaT JRSRfsl +4 *kT # 

#3 spprc rf TmK 3?kilPi* 

T ^ WJ (*M 3RW 5/2003 ) ^ y+lftld 

i, ^ FRcFR ^ 26-09-2006 4^ W «TTI 

[■*?. ^-29025/2/2006-3^ m (1¥^)] 

4t. TP?, 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4157.—In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 5/2003) 


of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal, Mumbai-I 
now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute 
between the employers in relation to the management of 
M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and their workmen, which was 
received by the Central Government on 26-09-2006. 

[File No. L.-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO. 1, MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-5/2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES: 

Mr. Parshuram Govind Varpe : Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Opp. Party : Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V.V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra 

Mumbai, dated this 1st day of September, 2006 

AWARD . 

1. The workman Shri Parshuram Govind Varpe 
Pereira has moved the instant application dt.22-5-2003 
under Section 33-A of the Industrial Disputes Act 
(hereinafter referred to as the Act). The prayer made therein 
is for withdrawal of the dismissal order, and reinstatement 
with back wages and continuity of service. The ground 
for the claim is that Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule 
House, Mormugao Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to 
as Company has violated the mandatory provisions of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of the 
Reference No. CG IT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply dt. 
06-8-2003 inter aliaon the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
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prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did 
not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the 
instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)( b) of the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 

5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGlTNo. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving 
of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. 
The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under 
clause (d) of sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial 
Dispute Act 1947. For considering Whether the action of 
the Managing Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straight away 
discharging from services of Mr. S. S. Naik, Ex- 
Electrician Code No. 1937 as well as the General 
Secretary of the recognized Chowgule Employees Union 
w.e.f2.11.1995 is just, valid and legal? If not then, what 
benefits the workman is entitled to?" 

Vide Award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 


Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 
and the Honourable High Court had held that the mere 
fact that the petitioner workman was a member of the 
Union which had taken up the pending dispute another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned" in 
the dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1)(a). It is 
the dispute that the workman has to be concerned with 
and not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with if or not. No case law has been 
submitted by the learned counsel for the workmen to 
substantiate his arguments that the present workman was 
concerned in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company only 
when there was a pending dispute in between the workman 
as a group and the Company involving the issues relating 
to general importance. The pendency of a dispute of a 
particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said 
to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, 
I conclude that there was no necessity for the Company 
to follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act and seek approval of its action regarding the 
dismissal of the present workman. 

6. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

7. Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs. "The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri. V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed". 

8. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of 
filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case law AIR 
1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport 
Service, Petitioner vs. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, 
Gwalior and others and submitted that the present 
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complaint is barred by the provisions of the Order XXIII 
R. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling is not helpful on the 
facts and circumstances of the present case in view of the 
order of the Tribunal quoted above whereby the Tribunal 
allowed the application with specific words "Permission 
granted". Hence, it does not lie in the mouth of the 
Company to say that present complaint is now barred. It 
may also be mentioned that the aforesaid complaint was 
being moved on account of pendency of the reference 
CG1T-49 of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two different 
workmen by the Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 
of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present application is 
not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on point No. I the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
26 fHdHH, 2006 

3TT. 4158.-3fl€|)fJW 1947 (1947 

3H 14) 3ft 17 ^ SpprpJTft’, FTT9FR"4 

ftH STJsfa ft ft FR3TR 

(wf tott 3/2003) 3 rl 

Wt t, 3ft 3ft 26-09-2006 3ft Wg3fi m 

[ft. 3^-29025/2/2006-3?T^ 3IR (fgftTO)] 
ftt. tn?. 3m 7Tf33 
New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4158.-j-In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 3/203) of 
the Central Government Industrial Tribunal Mumbai-I now 
as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial Dispute between 
the employers in relation to the management of M/s. 
Chowgule & Co. Goa and their workmen, which was received 
by the Central Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No. L.-29025/2/2006-IR (Misc.)] 

B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL NO.l, MUMBAI 

PRESENT 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 

Application/Complaint No. CGIT-03 of 2003 

(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 


PARTIES 

Mr. Thomas Antone Pereira: Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES 

For the Opp. Party Shri R. N. Shah, Adv. 

For the Complainant : Shri. V.V. Pai, Adv. 

State : Maharashtra. 

Mumbai, dated this 1 st day of September, 2006 

AWARD 

1. The workman Shri Thomas Antone Pereira has 
moved the instant application dt. 22/5/2003 under Section 
3 3-A of the Industrial Dispute Act (hereinafter referred to 
as the Act). The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of 
the dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages 
and continuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd, Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company) has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference 
CGIT-27 of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 06-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri. V. V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did 
not chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the 
instant application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for by the learned counsel for the workman. 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of the Industrial 
Dispute Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped from 
filing the present complaint? 
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5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of 
CGIT Ref. No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 
1996 was pending before this Tribunal on the day of 
moving of the instant complaint under Section 33-A of 
the Act. The reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3- 
2004. This reference was made by the Central Government 
under clause (d) of sub-section I of section 10 of the 
Industrial Dispute Act 1947. For considering: “Whether 
the action of the Managing Director, Chowgule and 
Company Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in 
straight-away discharging /rorn services of Mr. S. S. Naik, 
Ex-electrician Code No. 1937 as well as the General 
Secretary of the recognized Chowgule Employees Union 
w.e.f 2-11-1995 is just valid and legal? If not then, what 
benefits the workman is entitled to”? 

Vide Award dated 29/3/2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the Grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee's Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the 
Union did not mean that there was a dispute in between 
the workmen as a community and the Company. In this 
view of the matter the present workman cannot be said to 
be concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of 
the violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
D.T.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another 1976 LAB I.C. 1260 
and the Honourable High Court had held that the mere 
fact that the petitioner workman was a member of the Union 
which had taken up the pending dispute of another 
workman will not make him a workman "concerned" in the 
dispute within the meaning of Section 33(1 )(a). It is the 
dispute that the workman has to be concerned with and 
not only with the parties to the dispute. It is after 
ascertaining the nature of the pending dispute that the 
Court can reach the conclusion whether the workman is 
"concerned" with if or not. No case law has been submitted 
by the learned counsel for the workmen to substantiate 


his arguments that the present workman was concerned 
in any manner with the pendency of the Ref. No. 27 of 
1996. The necessity for compliance of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act was required for the Company only when there 
was a pending dispute in between the workman as a group 
and the Company involving the issues relating to general 
importance. The pendency of a dispute of a particular 
employee regarding his dismissal cannot be said to be a 
dispute relating to the workman as a whole. Hence, I 
conclude that there was no necessity for the Company to 
follow the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of the 
Act and seek approval of its action regarding the dismissal 
of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6 . Point No. 2 : The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18/11/2002 wherein the player was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The Learned Presiding Officer allowed that 
application vide order dt. 28/1/2003. The order passed 
therein runs The learned counsel for the Complainant Shri. 
V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to withdraw 
the complaint. The permission granted. Application is 
allowed". 

7. The learned counsel for the Company 
submitted that there was no specific order for granting 
liberty of filing a fresh complaint. He relied upon a case 
law AIR 1987 Supreme Court 88 in between Sarguja 
Transport Service, Petitioner Vs. State Transport 
Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior and others and submitted 
that the present complaint is barred by the provisions 
of the Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this ruling 
is not helpful on the facts and circumstances of the 
present case in view of the order of the Tribunal quored 
above whereby the Tribunal allowed the application 
with specific words "Permission granted”. Hence, it does 
not lie in the mouth of the Company to say that present 
complaint is now barred. It may also be mentioned that 
the aforesaid complaint was being moved on account 
of pendency of the reference CGIT-49 of i 995 regarding 
the dismissal as of two different workmen by the 
Company to the workmen of the CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, 

I conclude that the present application is not barred by 
Order XXIIIR, 1 of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on point No. I the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed 

JUSTICE GH ANSHYAM D ASS, Presiding Officer 
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3TRT TTfalR 

New Delhi, the 26th September, 2006 

S.O. 4159. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 21/2003) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court. Mumbai-I now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of M/s. Chowgule & Co., Goa and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 26-09-2006. 

[No.L 29025/2/2006-IR(Misc.)] 
B.M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 


BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL NO. 1 
MUMBAI 

PRESENT: 

Presiding Officer : Justice Ghanshyam Dass 

Applicatron/Complaint No. CGIT-21 of2003 
(Arising out of Ref. No. CGIT-1/27 of 1996) 

PARTIES 

Mr. Madhukar G. Salve : Complainant 

V/s. 

Chowgule and Co. Ltd. : Opp. Party 

APPEARANCES: 


For the Opp. Party 
For the Complainant 


Shri R.N. Shah, 
Adv. 

ShriV.V.Pai, 

Adv. 


State 


: Maharashtra,. 

Mumbai, the 1st September, 2.006 


AWARD 


The workman Shri Madhukar G. Salve has moved 
the instant application dt. 22-5-2003 under Section 33-A of 
the Industrial Disputes Acts, (hereinafter referred to as 
the Act), The prayer made therein is for withdrawal of the 


dismissal order and reinstatement with back wages and 
countinuity of service. The ground for the claim is that 
Chowgule and Co. Ltd., Chowgule House, Mormugao 
Harbour, Goa (hereinafter referred to as Company has 
violated the mandatory provisions of Section 33(2)(b) of 
the Act on account of pendency of the Reference CGIT-27 
of 1996. 

2. The application is being contested by the 
Company on several grounds taken up by it in its reply 
dt. 6-8-2003 inter alia on the pleas that there is no violation 
of the provisions of the Section 33(2)(b) of the Act and 
that the present Complainant is now estopped from filing 
the present complaint on account of dismissal of his earlier 
complaint. The matter remained pending for one reason or 
the other. In view of the legal pleas taken up by the 
Company, the learned counsel Shri V.V. Pai, for the 
Complainant moved an application dt. 17-7-2006 with a 
prayer that the maintainability of the present complaint 
may be considered first. It is surprising that such an 
application should have been moved by the Company 
taking up of the preliminary issue but the Company did not 
chose for it. Instead, the workman has moved the instant 
application. 

3. The argument advanced by the learned counsel 
for the parties have been heard and the record is perused. 

4. The following points arise for consideration, as 
prayed for the learned counsel for the workman: 

(1) Whether Section 33(2)(b) of Industrial Disputes 
Act has been violated? 

(2) Whether the Complainant is now estopped 
from filing the present complaint? 

5. Point No. 1 : The present complaint is being 
admittedly filed for violation of the provisions of the Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act on account of pendency of CGIT -1 Ref. 
No. 27 of 1996. Admittedly, the CGIT No. 27 of 1996 was 
pending before this Tribunal on the day of moving of the 
instant complaint under Section 33-A of the Act. The 
reference was decided vide Award dt. 29-3-2004. This 
reference was made by the Central Government under clause 
(d) of Sub-section 1 of Section 10 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947. For considering ''Whether the action of the 
Managing. Director, Chowgule and Company Ltd., 
Chowgule House, Mormugao-Harbour in straightaway 
discharging from services of Mr. S.S. Naik, Ex-electrician 
Code No. 1937 as well as the General Secretary of the 
recognized Chowgule Employees Union w,e.f. 2-11-1995 is 
just, valid and legal? if not then, what benefits the workman 
is entitled to?” 

Vide award dated 29-3-2004, it was held that dismissal 
was bad and the workman was reinstated with back wages. 
It is clear from the perusal of the record that the reference 
was wholly with respect to the grievances regarding 
dismissal of the workman namely Mr. S.S. Naik who was 
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working as Electrician with Code No. 1937 and was holding 
the post of General Secretary of the recognized Chowgule 
Employee’s Union. This cannot be said to be in any stretch 
of imagination that the dispute was in between all the 
workmen and the Company, since the reference was only 
having the subject matter of the dismissal of a specific 
employee Mr. Nair. It is altogether immaterial that this 
workman was holding the post of General Secretary. The 
holding of post of General Secretary of the Union was in 
his independent capacity. It was not related with the job 
which he was required to perform as Electrician. The 
dismissal was made by the Company for a particular 
workman and not the General Secretary. The fact that the 
workman happened to be the General Secretary of the Union 
did not mean that there was a dispute in between the 
workmen as a community and the Company. In this view of 
the matter the present workman cannot be said to be 
concerned in any manner to attract the provisions of the 
violation of Section 33(2)(b) of the Act. The matter for 
consideration had come before the Honourable High Court 
of Orissa in the case of Khagendra Prasad Patra Vs. 
DT.M.S.T.S. Koraput and another, 1976LAB. I.C 1260and 
the Honourable High Court had held that the mere fact that 
the petitioner workman was a member of the Union which 
had taken up the pending dispute of another workman will 
not make him a workman “concerned” in the dispute within 
the meaning of Section 33( l)(a). It is the dispute that the 
workman has to be concerned with and not only with the 
parties to the dispute. It is after ascertaining the nature of 
the pending dispute that the Court can reach the conclusion 
whether the workman is “concerned” with it or not. No 
case law has been submitted by the learned counsel for the 
workmen to substantiate his arguments that the present 
workman was concerned in any manner with the pendency 
of the Ref. No. 27 of 1996. The necessity for compliance of 
Section 33(2)(b) of the Act was required for the Company 
only when there was a pending dispute in between the 
workman as a group and the Company involving the issues 
relating to general importance. The pendency of a dispaute 
of a particular employee regarding his dismissal cannot be 
said to be a dispute relating to the workman as a whole. 
Hence, I conclude that there was no necessity for the 
Company to follow the mandatory provisions of Section 
33(2)(b) of the Act and seek approval of its action regarding 
the dismissal of the present workman. 

5. In this view of the matter the present complaint 
under Section 33-A of the Act is not maintainable. 

6. Point No. 2: The plea of the Company that the 
Complainant is estopped from filing the present complaint 
does not appear to have any force for the obvious reason 
that the previous complaint filed by the workman under 
Section 33-A of the Act was got dismissed by him vide 
application dt. 18-11-2002 wherein the prayer was for 
withdrawal of the Complaint with liberty to file a fresh 
complaint. The learned Presiding Officer allowed that 


application vide order dt. 28-1-2003. The order passed 
therein runs “The learned counsel for the Complainant 
Shri V. V. Pai filed an application seeking permission to 
withdraw the complaint. The permission granted. 
Application is allowed”. 

7. The learned counsel for the Company submitted 
that there was no specific order for granting liberty of filing 
a fresh complaint He relied upon a case law AIR 1987 Superme 
Court 88 in between Sarguja Transport Service, Petitioner 
V/s. State Transport Appellate Tribunal, Gwalior and others 
and submitted that the present complaint is barred by the 
provisions of the Order XXID R. 1 of Civil P.C. I feel that this 
ruling is not helpful on the facts and circmustances of the 
present case in view of the order of the Tribunal quoted 
above whereby the Tribunal allowed the application with 
specific words ‘ ‘Permission granted”. Hence, it does not lie 
in the mouth of the Company to say that present complaint 
is now barred. It may also be mentioned that the aforesaid 
complaint was being moved on account of pendency of the 
reference CGIT-49of 1995 regarding the dismissal as of two 
different workmen by the Company to the workmen to the 
CGIT-27 of 1996. Hence, I conclude that the present 
application is not barred by Order XXIIIR. 1 of Civil P.C. 

8. In view of the finding on Point No. 1 the result is 
that the present complaint is not maintainable. It is 
accordingly dismissed. 

JUSTICE GHANSHYAM DASS, Presiding Officer 
27 2006 

cfcT.OT. 4160.- 3faftPl3> arfafiRR, 1947 (1947 

14) ^ qRl 17 <£ if, ^ TT3K 

^ m fH^Ysr+T afk ^ 
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27-9-2006 W13H «1TI 

[4 b^-40012/115/2005-31^ •3TR (^J) ] 
fHF, 3lfW*t 
New Delhi, the 27th September, 2006 

S.0.4160.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 119/ 
2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/ 
Labour Court, Emakulam now as shown in the Annexure 
in the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Department of Telecom and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-09-2006. 

[No.L-40012/115/2005-IR(DU)] 
SURENDRA SINGH, Desk Officer 
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ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT, INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT: 

Presiding Officer, Shri P.L. Norbert, B, A., LL.B. 

(Thursday, the 21 st day of September, 2006) 

I.D. No. 119/2006.' 

Workman/Union : The District Secretary, 

BSNL Employees’ Union 
P&T House 
Alapuzha. 

Management : The General Manager, 

Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 
Alleppey Telecom District 
Allepey-688011. 

AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government under 
Section 10(l)(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication. The reference is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of the 
General Manager, Bharat Sanchar Nigam Ltd., 
Alleppey Telecom District, Alleppey Kerala, in not 
considering Shri G. Narayanan Nair, Ex-mazdoor for 
empanelment in the panel of casual employees, is 
just and legal? If not, to what relief the workman is 
entitled to and from which date?” 

2. Though notice was served on both sides, 
management alone entered appearance. Notice to union 
was given twice. Still nobody is present. Hence it has to be 
presumed that there is no existing dispute for adjudication. 
Therefore I find that the action of the management in not 
considering Shri G. Narayanan Nair, Ex-mazdoor for 
empanelment in the panel of casual employees, is just and 
legal and an award is passed accordingly. No cost. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 21st 
day of September, 2006. 

P.L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

M 28 2006 
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^ W (tM TOTT 294/2002) ^1 y°blf^ld 
^Tcfl t, 19-09-2006 ^1 WZ ^3TT «UI 

[ Tf. tr^t-12011 /93/2002-3TTif 3TR (^H) ] 


New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 

S.O. 4161. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the Award (Ref. No. 294/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure, 
in the Industrial Dispute between the management of 
Vijaya Bank and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 19-09-2006. 


[No. L-12011/93/2002-IR (B-D)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-1ABOUR COURT 
AT HYDERABAD 


PRESENT: 

Shri T. Ramchandra Reddy, Presiding Officer 

Dated the 22nd day of August, 2006 

Industrial Dispute No. 294/2002 
BETWEEN 

The Regional Secretary, 

Vijaya Bank Workers Organization, 

ID floor, Swamalok Complex, 

Eluru Road, 

Vijayawada ....Petitioner 

AND 

The Asst. General Manager, 

Vijaya Bank, Regional Office, 

1st floor, 1st lane, 

Maruthinagar, 

Mazjid Street, 

Vijayawada .... Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : M/s. G. Vidya Sagar, 
K.Udaya Sri, 

K. Sudheer Rao, 

B. Shivakumar and 
D. Madhusudhan, 
Advocates. 


For the Respondent : M/s. E. Ajay Reddy, 
N. V. Ramana Rao, 

Y. Arjun Rao & 

K. Ravi Kumar Chary, 
Advocates. 


AWARD 

•This is an industrial dispute referred by the 
Government of India, Ministry of Labour by its order 
No. L-12011/93/2002-IR(B-II) dated 16.7.20(12 in exercise 
of powers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section (1) 
and sub-section (2A) of Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 for adjudication with the following Schedule: 



[ , *7FT II—*3^ 3(ii)] «TR?T 21, 2006/3Hf^T 29, 1928 8995 


schedule 


“Whether the management of Vijaya Bank is 
justified in imposing the punishment of reduction to 
a lower stage in the time scale of pay by one stage 
with cumulative effect for a period of one year upon 
Smt. C. Priyamvada? If not, what relief is the disputant 
concerned entitled to?” 

2. The workwoman Smt. C. Priyamvada is 
represented by the Regional Secretary, Vijaya Bank Workers 
Organization, Vijayawada. It is submitted that the 
workwoman worked as a clerk at Guntur branch in the 
Respondent organization during the period 16-10-86 to 
20-5- 98. The Respondent has introduced Vijaya Stock 
Invest Deposit (in short VSID) and induced the employees 
to increase the deposits under the said scheme. An enquiry 
was conducted by the Senior Manager on the basis of a 
complaint received with regard to the said scheme, who 
held that Chief Manager, the then Senior Branch Manager, 
Assistant Manager are responsible for certain procedural 
irregularities in not guiding clerical staff. Subsequently 
3 clerks were suspended and charge sheets were issued 
against 27 employees who worked at Guntur branch 
including the Petitioner workwoman. 

3. The charge sheet dated 28.7.1999 al leging that she 
speculated in stocks/shares and getting issued VSIDs for 
self and in the names of her family members to gain undue 
pecuniary benefits and authorizing issuance of VSIs on staff 
members and their friends and relatives against VSIDs 
standing in the name of bank customers and accounts 
opened in benami names without necessary funds to confer 
undue pecuniary benefits at the cost of the bank constituting 
misconduct under Clause 19.5 of bi-partite settlement. 

4. Inspite of submitting the explanation an enquiry 
was ordered by the Respondent Management by appoint¬ 
ing an Enquiry Officer. After completion of enquiry the 
Enquiry Officer submitted his report dated 8-9-2000 holding 
that the first charge is not proved and the second charge is 
partly proved. The workwoman has submitted 
representation dated 26-9-2000 against the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer. But the Disciplinary Authority without 
considering the same issued a show cause notice 
proposing the punishment as stated in the schedule. The 
workwoman has submitted a detailed explanation dated 
22-12-2000 but the Disciplinary Authority has confirmed 
the proposed punishment by his order dated 12-1-2001. 
The appeal filed by the workwoman was rejected by an 
order dated 3-5-2001. It is further submitted that the 
Disciplinary Authority failed to see that there is no 
complaint against the workwoman for mis-utilization of 
VSIDs of the bank customers. It is further submitted that 
the findings of the Enquiry Officer and Disciplinary 
Authority are erroneous and failed to see that the Chief 
Manager/Branch Manager is a custodian of the branch 
and responsible for not following the instructions and 
guidelines and the lower staff including the workwoman 


has only carried out the instructions in good faith. It is 
further submitted that Disciplinary Authority failed to see 
that the deviations in the implementation of the scheme 
did not effect the bank transcations and further there is no 
financial loss. 

5. The Respondent filed counter and denied 
averments made by the workwoman and admitted that 
workwoman was issued chargesheet and on receiving the 
explanation an enquiry was ordered by appointing Enquiry 
Officer. It is also admitted that Enquiry Officer has submitted 
his report holding that charge No. 1 is not proved and charge 
No.2 is partly proved. It is also admitted that the Disciplinary 
Authority after considering the explanation given by the 
Petitioner workwoman, issued a show cause notice 
proposing the punishment. Further, on considering the 
representation of the Petitioner to the show cause notice, 
he has confirmed the findings of the enquiry and also held 
that second charge is entirely proved. 

6. It is further submitted that the Petitioner 
workwoman Smt. C. Priyamvada got issued VSIs standing 
in die name of bank customers and impersonated by affixing 
the signatures of the customers in violation of the rules 
governing VSID accounts. The fact that the signature 
appearing the copy of VSIDs tallies with that of his 
signature on the copy of the register which proves that the 
workwoman has issued VSIs against VSIDs of the 
customers in deriving undue benefit to himself and this 
fact was also established during the enquiry. The other 
staff members at Guntur branch who were involved in similar 
acts of misconduct were charge sheeted and disciplinary 
action was taken. It is further submitted that during enquiry 
the Management got marked documents M Ex.l to M Ex. 8 
by examining one witness in support of the charges and 
the Petitioner got marked 9 documents and did not examine 
any witness. On considering die evidence and explanation 
given by the workwoman the Disciplinary Authority has 
inflicted the punishment which is in consonance with the 
gravity of the charge. 

7. After hearing both sides this tribunal passed an 
order dated 3-4-2004 on die preliminary issue of validity of 
domestic enquiry, holding that the domestic enquiry 
conducted by the Respondent Management is valid. 
Arguments heard under Sec. 11 A of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 from both sides. 

8. It is contended by the Learned Counsel for the 
Petitioner that the Enquiry Officer held that the first charge 
is not proved and the second charge was partly proved, 
even though the Enquiry Officer observed in his report 
that there is nothing on record to show that the 
chargesheeted employee has speculated in stocks and 
shares and no evidence was produced to verify whether 
any of the VSID accounts were in benami names and further 
contended that the shares were not allotted in the name of 
the workwoman or his relatives, as such, there is no 
financial loss to the bank. 
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9. On the other hand, it is contended by the counsel 
for the Respondent that the Enquiry Officer on considering 
the entire material on record found that the chargesheeted 
employee obtained VSI against VSID of customers 
authorizing such transactions to benefit certain staff 
members and their friends and relatives thereby attempting 
to get the shares allotted without any investment with the 
funds belonging to the customers which amounts to a 
misconduct causing an act of prejudicial to the interest of 
the bank and further contended that the Disciplinary 
Authority differing with the opinion of the Enquiry Officer, 
that the charge No.2 is partly proved held on considering 
the entire material and the explanation of the workwoman 
that the charge No.2 was entirely proved and further 
contended that the evidence on record is sufficient to come 
to the conclusion that the second charge against the 
workwoman is established. Further contended that the 
punishment is in consonance with the gravity of the charge. 

10. The chargesheeted workwoman was charged with 
the following charges: “(i) Your action of speculating in 
stocks and shares by indulging in fraudulent acts as 
aforesaid constitutes gross misconduct under sub-clause 
(i) of clause 19.5 of Chapter XIX of the Bipartite Settlement, 
1966. (ii) Your action of getting issued VSIs for self against 
VS IDs standing in the names of Bank's customers and in 
benami name contrary to the rules governing VSID 
accounts constitute gross misconduct within the meaning 
of sub-clause (j) of clause 19.5 of Chapter XIX of the 
Bipartite Settlement, 1966". On behalf of the Management 
one witness was examined as MW 1, during the enquiry 
the documents M Ex.l to M Ex.8 were marked. As against 
this evidence the chargesheeted employee got marked 9 
documents and she did not choose to examine any witness. 
The Enquiry Officer on considering the evidence observed 
that the chargesheeted employee has authorized to issue 
various VSIs in different names of the staff members and 
their friends and relatives besides one in her own name 
and it is further observed that even though VSIs issued in 
the name of chargesheeted employee were credited to the 
VSID holders account on cancellation and it was possible 
to chargesheeted employee would have derived pecuniary 
benefits had the said VSI has been allotted. So also, in the 
case in respect of other VSIs issued in the name of staff 
members, their friends and relatives. 

11. During the enquiry the Enquiry Officer observes 
as fol lows: 

"The Presenting officer in his written brief has stated 
that Chargesheeted employee has availed VSI 760688, 
905359 and 904238 in her name against VSID 733/93, 
17/92 and 645/93 standing in the name of Bank's 
customers Viz., V. Ramya, V.V. Ramana Rao and M. 
Rajeswari respectively in violation of instructions 
contained in HOC 149/92 and 169/93. He has further 
stated that the signatures of CSE appearing in the 
above VSIs tallied with the signature appearing in 
Ex.M7 (incumbent register) except‘initial’ part.” 


12. The Disciplinary Authority on considering the 
material on record has confirmed the report of the Enquiry 
Officer and observed as fol 1 ows: 

"A perusal of the findings of the EO reveal that after 
carefully analyzing the evidence adduced during the 
enquiry and on taking into consideration the averments of 
PO and DR in their written briefs, EO has held that it is 
established that CSE got issued VSIs 760688,905359 and 
904238 against VSIDs 733/93,17/92 and 645/93 standing in 
the names of bank's customers. Signatures of the CSE as 
appearing in the said VSIs tallies with the signature 
appearing in EXM-7 i.e., the incumbent register. 

The aforesaid documents substantiate beyond any 
doubt the fact of CSE's getting issued VSIs against VSIDs 
of customers in the circumstances, the contention of the 
CSE that EO could not come to any definite conclusion, 
has not applied his mind judiciously/independently etc., 
are not tenable and hence rejected. In regard to the 
contention of the CSE that the charge is either proved or 
not proved and it cannot be held as partly proved, a perusal 
of findings of EO reveal that he has made out certain 
relevant issues and only thereafter furnished his findings. 
Amongst others, he has arrived at a conclusion that no 
evidence is produced to verify whether any of the VSID 
accounts were in benami names. While EO has held that no 
evidence was adduced during the enquiry to prove whether 
any VSID accounts were opened in benami names, getting 
issued VSIs against VSIDs of customers is held as proved, 
thus holding charge No.2 as partly proved. Further, 
obtaining VSIs against VSIDs of customers i.e., attempting 
to get the shares allotted without any investment 
whatsoever with the funds belonging to customers is an 
act prejudicial to the interest of the bank to gain pecuniary 
benefit. CSE might not have succeeded in getting the shares 
allotted. Merely because she was not allotted with shares, 
it cannot be construed that the same is not prejudicial to 
the interest of the bank as the said act on the part of the 
employee amounts to breach of trust reposed in her by the 
bank which is very grave in nature." 

13. It should be noted that the charge sheet issued 
against the workwoman dated 28-7-1999 was issued on 
the basis of the preliminary enquiry conducted into the 
matter and also finding it a prima facie case against the 
workwoman._The scheme has to be operated as per the 
guidelines and circulars issued from time to time and not as 
per instructions given by the Manager. It is true that there 
is no prohibition on the part of the employees of the bank 
availing the benefits of VSID scheme. But the VSIs can be 
got issued only against the VSID in their accounts. But the 
present case on contrary to the guidelines the workwoman 
got issued VSIs in her name against VSI deposits standing 
in the name of the customers, thereby attempted to get the 
shares allotted without any investment with the funds 
belonging to the customers. The Disciplinary Authority 
has carefully considered the entire material on record and 
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the evidence adduced by both the parties and rightly 
concluded giving cogent reasons and the Enquiry Officer 
as well as the Disciplinary Authority has analyzed all the 
issues involved in the charge on the basis of the material 
on record and correctly concluded that the second charge 
against the workwoman is proved. The contention of the 
Learned Counsel for the Petitioner workwoman that there 
is no financial loss to the bank is not tenable as the financial 
loss is irrelevant for working of the bank. 

14. The Disciplinary Authority on considering the 
gravity of the charge has inflicted appropriate 
punishment which is commensurate with the gravity of 
the misconduct. 

15. On considering the material on record, I am 
satisfied that the Disciplinary Authority has rightly 
infected the punishment. I do not see any ground to interfere 
with the punishment. 

16. Therefore, I hold that the Respondent bank is 
justified in imposing the punishment of reduction to the 
lower stage in the time scale of pay by one stage with 
cumulative effect for a period of one year upon Smt. C. 
Priyamvada. 

Award passed accordingly. Transmit. 

Dictated to Smt. P. Phani Gowri, Personal Assistant 
transcribed by her and conected by me on this the 22nd 
day of August, 2006. 

T. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 

A ppendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Petitioner: NIL 

Witnesses examined for the Respondent: NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 

M 28 ftTOL 2006 
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[Tf. 12012/9/97-31^ m (A II)] 
#. TOTOi; 3T^ Tfcm 
New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 

S.O. 4162. —In pursuance of section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 60/1998) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal cum Labour 
Court, Kanpur (U.P.) as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the management of Allahabad 


Bank and their workman, received by the Central 
Government on 25-9-2006. 

[No. L-12012/9/97-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

• ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI SURESH CHANDRA PRESIDING 
OFFICER CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM- LABOUR COURT, SARVODAYA 
N AGAR, KANPUR, UP. 

Industrial Dispute No. 60 of 1998 
In the matter of dispute between: 

U.P. Bank Workers Federation 

Auth. Representative UPWB Federation, 

c/o R.B.I. Employees Association, RBI Building, 

Kanpur. 

AND 

Regional Manager. 

Allahabad Bank. 

Regional Office. 

Meerut Region. 

Meerut, U.P. 

PRESENT : Sri M.K. Verma LLR for the Bank None for 
the workman. 

AWARD 

1. Central Government, Ministry of Labour, New 
Delfti, vide notification No. L-12012/9/1997-IR (B-II) dated 
3-4-98 has referred the following dispute for adjudication 
to this Tribunal:— 

“Whether the action of the management of Allahabad 
Bank in not paying cashier incharge/Head Cashier 
Category ‘E ? Allowance to Sh. Ramji Lai for the 
period 5-10-87 to 31-10-89 is legal and justified ? If 
not, to what relief the said workman is entitled ?” 

2. The case of the Union on behalf of the workman 
Ramji Lai is that a settlement between the union and. the 
management of Allahabad Bank arrived at on 22-1-83 and 
Chapter III or the same deals with Staff Promotion Rules 
, pertaining to staff of cash department which provides 
classification of branches-and cashier allowances to the 
Head Cashier/Incharge Cashier in cash department of a 
branch. It further provides that if a branch of the bank 
procures deposit of Rs. 100/- Lacs or more and this figure 
remains continuously for more than one year in that case 
the Head cashier/Cashier incharge of the said branch will 
receive head cashier allowance of category ‘E\ It is the 
further case of the union is respect of the workman that 
during the period when the workman remained posted at 
Bank’s Kabari Bazar Branch at Merrut the total deposit of 
the branch was less than 100 lacs and the workman was in 
receipt of Rs. 316/- per month as Head cashier category ‘C’ 
allowance per month. The total deposit of the branch 
crossed the limit of 100/- lacs w.e.f. 3-7-86 and which limit 
continuously remained for over one year. As a result of 
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which the branch should have been identified for 
upgradation and for posting of Head cashier category E. It 
is the case of the workman that earlier to 3-7-86 opposite 
party bank posted its manager as Branch Manager of the 
scale of JMGS-I and soon after the deposit exceeded 100 
lacs and remained continuously for over one year the 
opposite party bank started making payment to the manager 
of the branch officiating allowance of the scale of JMGS-II 
still the workman has not been paid officiating allowance 
of Head cashier category ‘E’ at the rate of Rs. 489 per 
month despite the fact that the workman performed the 
duties of higher degree of responsibility. The action of the 
management in this regard is discriminatory and is not 
sustainable in the eye of law. On the basis of the above 
pleadings it has been prayed that the workman be held 
entitled for difference between 319 and Rs. 489 as officiating 
allowance for the period 5-10-87 to 3-10-89 total of which 
comes to Rs. 4465.62 paisa. 

3. The opposite party contested the claim of the 
union raised on behalf of the workman and it has been 
pleaded that the total deposit of the branch exceeded one 
crore in the month of July 86 and this position remained 
continued for over one year, therefore, according to rules 
and terms and conditions of aformentioned settlement, the 
process for upgradation of this branch was started and 
after completion of all formalities, this branch was 
reclassified. The bank denied the fact that the workman be 
deemed to be Head cashier category ‘E’ automatically 
because the said branch of the opposite party bank was 
reclassified as Category ‘E’ from Category ; C’ on 1 -1 -88 
and for filling this recategorised post vacancy was 
circulated by Central Zonal Office, Lucknow and ultimately 
suitable and eligible condidate was posted as Cashier 
incharge category ‘E’ at this branch on 5-3-90. In this way 
the claim of the workman demanding differences of wages 
in the shape of Head cashier category ‘C’ & ‘E’ is not 
maintainable being devoid of merit and the w orkman is not 
entitled for any relief. 

4. After exchange of pleadings between the parties 
the case was taken up for evidence of the parties and the 
workman w r as given repeated Aopportunities to lead his 
evidence but despite that the workman did not turn up to 
lead his evidence, hence the workman was debarred from 
his evidence by order dated 25-6-03 and the case was taken 
up for the evidence of the management. The management 
produced its evidence on affidavit of one of its officer by 
name Ashok Kumar Goyal in support of their case. Further 
opportunity to cross examine the management witness was 
provided to the workman still workman did not turn up. 
Therefore final arguments in the case were heard on 
24 8-06 from the side of the management as none was 
present from the side of the workman to argue the case. 

5. Thus from the above discussion of pleadings of 
the parties it is obvious that the management has been 
able to prove his case by adducing their evidence w-hich 


stands uncontroverted. Therefore, the tribunal is inclined 
to believe the case that the workman could not be held 
entitled for difference of officiating allowance automatically 
unless the branch is notified by the Central Zonal Office, 
Lucknow, which admittedly notified by the bank in the 
month of July 1986 and after completing formalities regular 
posting of Head Cashier category ‘E’ w'asmadeon 1-1-88. 

6. In view of above the action of the management in 
not paying cashier incharge head cashier category ‘E’ 
allowance to the concerned workman Sri Ram Ji Lai for the 
period 5-10-87 to 31-10-87 cannot be held to be illegal or 
unjustified. Consequently workman cannot be held entitled 
for any relief. 

7. Reference is therefore decided against the 
workman and in favour of the opposite party bank. 

SURESH CHANDRA, Presiding Officer 

^ ftcrft, 28 2006 

^T.3tT. 4163.—aftiPl* faciK 1947 ( 1947 
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[71. -^-120.12/337/96-^ 3TR («ft. II)] 
7ft. WTP4, -3T77 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 

S.O.4163, — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 95/1997) 
of the Labour Court, Nashik as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the management of Bank 
of Maharashtra and their workmen, which w as received by 
the Central Government on 25-9-2006. 

[No. L-12012/337/96-IR (B-D)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE SHRI M.M. AGRAWAL, 
PRESIDING OFFICER LABOUR COURT, NASHIK 

REFERENCE IDA No. 95/1997. 

BETWEEN 

Assistant General Manager, 

Bank of Maharashtra, 

Girha Nirman Bhawan, 

Old Agra Road, Nashik-422002. ....First party 

And 

General Secretary, 

Maharashtra Bank Karmachari Sangh, 

674, Ravivar Peth. Ravivar Karanja, 

GadreMarg, Nashik-422001. ....Second party 
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PRESENT: 

Shri M.M. Agarwal, Judge. 
APPEARANCES 

Shri B.R. Patil Advocate for first party. 

Shri S.S. Jape Advocate for second party. 

AWARD 

(27-7-2006) 

1. The present reference is sent to this Court by the 
Central Government under Section 10 of Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 for adjudication of the following dispute between 
the parties, viz. Bank of Maharashtra has dismissed the 
services of workman Shri Prakash A. Parhare from 
11-9-1984. Whether the said discissal is legal and justified, 
If not, to what relief, the concerned workman is entitled to 
get ? 

2. Maharashtra Bank Karmachari Sangh has filed 
statement of claim on behalf of workman Shri Pathare stating 
that. 

The workman Shri Pathare was working as peon in 
Nandurshingote branch of Maharashtra Bank and he was, 
working as per the directions of senior officers. However, 
the senior officers were getting the work done of clerk from 
workman Shri Pathare. 

The officers of the Bank issued false charge sheet 
and illegal equiry was held against him to hold the said 
workman guilty and thereafter dismissed him from service. 
The enquiry conducted by the bank is in utter disregard of 
principles of natural justice, illegal and improper. On the 
bais of the enquiry, the Bank dismissed the workman Shri 
Pathare from services from 31-8-1994. The Maharashtra 
Bank Karmachari Sangh prayed for setting aside the 
dismissal order of Shri Pathare and he be reinstated with 
continuity of service and full back wages. 

3. Bank of Maharashtra opposed the demand of 
Karmachari Sangh by filing written statement at Ex. C-2. It 
is the contention of the Bank that Shri Pathare was working 
as Safai Karmachari on temporary basis. The conduct of 
Shri Pathare was illegal and improper. On 10-1 -1990 only an 
amount of Rs. 2.04P. was balance in his credit in pie saving 
bank account. However, he conote figure 1 (one) before 2 
and made Rs. 12.04 and withdraw amount of Rs. 10/- from 
the account. Similarly, on 7-9-1991 he made false 
signature of Shri B. M. Tapse and withdrew an amount 
of Rs. 1000/- from the account of Shri B.M Tapse. Similarity, 
he filled in falsetender in the name of Shri N.K. Jadhav and 
took the loan in the name of his relative in I.R.P.D. Scheme. 

4. The workman Shri Pathare was absent on 
1 -2-1992. Inspite of it, be signed the muster roll of 1 -2-1992 
after 15-2-1992. 

5. Due to the above serious acts of misconducts, 
the Bank of Maharashtra issued charge sheet dated 
9-9-1992 to the workman Sri Pathare and enquiry was held 
in accordance with the provisions of law. Since the charges 
levelled against him were proved in the enquiry, he was 


dismissed from the service. The workman Shri Pathare had 
filed appeal. The same is also dismissed. Hence, the demand 
made by the Bank Karamachari Sangh be rejected and the 
reference be dismissed. 

6. On the basis of rival contentions of both the 
parties, my learned predecessor had framed following issues 
at Ex. 0-6 and I have recorded my findings followed by the 
reasons. 

ISSUES 

(1) Whether the enquiry was fair 
and proper? 

(2) Whether the findings of the 
Enquiry Officer are justified ? 

(3) Whether the action of termination 

was by way of victimization ? ...No. 

(4) Whether the second party is entitled 
to reinstatement with continuity 

of service and back wages ...No. 

(5) Waht award? ...Asperfinnal 

order 

REASONS 

1. To prove their case, the Bank Karamchari Sangh 
has examined the Zonal Secretary Shri Prafulla Sakhalkar 
and the workman Shri Pathare has filed affidavit. The Bank 
of Maharashtra has nor cross examined the said witness of 
Sanghatana. So also the Bank-has also not lead oral 
evidence. 

2. As to issue No. 1 and 2. 

The Bank Karmachari Sanghatana has admitted that 
Bank has conducted enquiry and therefore, it was 
responsibility of the Karmachari Sanghatana to prove the 
said enquiry was illegal or in uttar disregard of principles 
of natural justice. 

3. During the course of oral evidence of witness of 
Sanghatana, Shri Prafulla Sakhalkar was shown the charge 
sheet issued by the Bank. He has stated that the charges 
are false, no enquiry was held and findings of the enquiry 
officer are also perverse. 

4. The workman Shri Pathare has nowhere stated 
that Bank has not conducted enquiry. On the contrary, it 
appears from his-affidavit that, the charge sheet Issued by 
the bank, described various changes ;eveiled against him 
in detail. The workman Shri Pathare or Sanghatana 
nowehere states that they were not given the opportunity 
of defence or that they were not given opportunity to nut 
up dieir defence The Sanghatana has not brought on record 
anything to show that the enquiry conducted by the Bank 
is illegal or improper. 

5. Similarly though it is the contention of the 
Sanghatana that the bank has issued false charge sheet 
and the enquiry officer gave preverse findings, the 
Sanghatana or the workman Shri Pathare has not stated 
any reasons as to why false charge were levelled against 
the workman. 


FINDINGS 

...Yes. 

...Yes. 
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6. The Bank has filed the enquiry proceedings on 
record, from which it appears that, in the enqury, the bank 
has filed the record which was tampered by workman Shri 
Fathare. There was charge against the workman Shri Pathare 
that, he has made false signature of Shri B.M. Tapase and 
he has withdrawn an amount of Rs. 1000 from his account. 
The bank has sent the sample of hand writing of Shri 
Pathare to the hand writing expert and the hand writing 
expert has given a report that the hand writing on the form 
of Shri B.M. Tapase is of the workman Shri Pathare. 

7. It is alleged by the Karmachari Sangthana in 
statement of claim that, the senior officers of the bank were 
getting done the work of clerk from the workman Shri Pathare 
and the bank has stated in their written statement that the 
workman Shri Pathare has illegally tampered the record. 
The workman Shri Pathare states in his affidavit that he 
being the Safai Worker, it was not possible for him to reach 
upto record of Bank. He has nowhere stated in his affidavit 
that the bank was getting done from him the work of clerk. 
From this, it appears that workman Shri Pathare is trying to 
hide the truth. 

8. The workman Shri Pathare has stated in para 
No. 6 of affidavit in the last line that the findings given by 
the enquiry officer are perverse and he will show it at the 
time of arguments as to how the findings are perverse. But 
at the time of arguments, workman Pathare has submitted 
an application at Ex. U-10 stating that his afidavit be treated 
as arguments. 

9. In the case Gorantala Venketesh Vs. B. Deyndor 
reported in AIR 2003 Andhra Pradesh-251, the Hon. High 
Court has observed that the record of Nationalised Bank is 
a public document, therefore, it is not necessary to examine 
the person who prepared it, for proving the same. 

The Bank of Maharashtra is one of the Nationalised 
Banks. The workman Shri Pathare or the Karmachari 
Sanghatana has not stated any reason as to why the Bank 
issued false charge sheet or making false enquiry. So also 
they have not adduced any evidence for the same. On the 
contrary, it is proved from the record of enquiry 
proceedings that, the enquiry conducted is fair and proper 
and the findings of the enquiry officer are also justified. 
Hence, I answer issue No. 1 and 2 in affirmative. 

10. Issue No. 3 to 5 together: 

It is established from the enquiry held by the Bank 
that misconduct of the workman Shri Pathare was very 
serious in nature and therefore it cannot be said that the 
action of the Bank in terminating the services of Shri Pathare 
is by way of victimization and as the action of Bank in 
terminating the services of Shri Pathare is proper and 
justified, the workman Shri Pathare is not entitled to any of 
the reliefs prayed for. Hence, I answer issue No. 3 and 4 in 
the negative. 

11. In the light of above discussion, the reference 
goes against Shri Pathare. Hence, I pass following order. 


ORDER 

1. The reference stands dismissed. 

2. The award be sent for Publication to the Desk 
Officer, Government of India, Ministry of Labour, 
New Delhi. 

Nashik; 

Dated: 27-7-2006. M.M. AGRAWAL, Presiding Officer 
^f^?ft,28 !«, 2006 

cfiT.OT. 4164.—1947 (1947 
CRT 14) Tt VTTf 17 ^ 3PJRTUT T\ > ^ 

foffoe alkilP i ch 4 TTretK srfwwsrc 

167/2002) 

21 -09-2006 m 

[TL Wi- 12025/1/2006-3^ 3TK (^t. II) ] 
■#. T f I TT^IT 0 T, Step 

New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 
S.O. 4164. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 167/ 
2002) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Hyderabad as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of Andhra Bank- and their workmen, which 
was received by the Central Government on 21-9-2006. 

[No. L-12025/1 /2006-IR (B-II)j 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
HYDERABAD 
PRESENT: 

SHRIT. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 
Dated 13th September, 2006 

Industrial Dispute No. 167/2002 
BETWEEN 

Andhra Bank Award Employees Union ... Petitioner 

AND 

The Asstt. General Manager, 

Andhra Bank, 

Zonal Office, West Godavari. ...Respondent 

APPEARANCES: 

For the Petitioner : A.V. Sambasiva Rao, Advocate. 
For the Respondent : S.Udayachala Rao, Advocate. 

AWARD 

This is an industrial dispute referred by the 
Government of India in exercise of powers conferred under 
Section 10 of ID Act to adjudicate the dispute arised 
between Andhra Bank Award Employees Union and the 
management of Asstt. General Manager, Andhra Bank with 
the following schedule:— 
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SCHEDULE 

“Whether the demand of Andhra Bank Award 
Employees Union for regularisation of services of 
Smt. K. Mahalakshmi, Sri K.Naga Babu, Smt. 
K. Venkata Lakshmi, Smt. N. Vijaya Lakshmi and Ms. 
K. Jay a lakshmi working as a Part-time Sweepers under 
the Management of Assistant General Manager, 
Andhra Bank, Bhimavafam Zone is legal and or 
justified? If not, what relief the concerned Union is 
entitled ?” 


2. The claim petition was filed on behalf of the 
workmen stating that the workmen Smt.'K. Mahalakshmi 
working as part-time Sweeper since 1-7-1997 at Andhra 
Bank Ganapavaram and she was paid wages Rs. 20 per 
day. She submitted representation for absorption on 
14-10-1998 to the Regional Manager. Similarly the workman 
Mr. K. Naga Babu was working since 1988 at Andhra Bank, 
Gollawanitippa branch as part time Sweeper and made a 
representation for regularisation on 20-2-1996 and 
subsequently K.Naga Babu represented before the 
management of Andhra Bank, Gollavanitippa on two 
occasions and the same was forwarded to Asstt. General 
Manager, Bhimavaram. It is further, submitted that the 
workman K.Venkata Lakshmi is working as part time 
Sweeper at Andhra Bank, Bhimavaram and also made 
representation for regularization on 10-1-2000. Similarly, the 
workman Smt. N.Vijayalaxmi was working as part time 
Sweeper since 1-11-1998 at Anadhra Bank, Palakollu 
temporarily and made a representation to the Asstt. General 
Manager, Bhimavaram on 18-1-2000 for regularization of 
services. Similarly, Ms. K. Jayalakshmi was working as part 
time Sweeper at Andhra Bank Kopparu branch and also 
made a representation on 12-1-2000 for regularization. It is 
further, submitted that there are no guidelines for filling up 
the part time Sweepers through the Employment Exchange. 
It is further, submitted that the said workmen were not 
appointed by any letter but they were engaged as part time 
Sweeper since long back and their representation for 
regularization was not considered and further contended 
that the action of the respondent for not regularization of 
services of workmen is illegal or justified. 

3. The respondent filed the counter and denied the 
averments made in the petition and pleaded that the 
vacancies in the bank are to be invited to the local 
employment exchange and the recruitment is to be made 
by conducting interviews. The respondent has not disputed 
the engagement of the said workmen as a part time Sweepers 
and also representations made by the workmen. It is further, 
submitted that since the petitions were engaged temporarily, 
there is no question of issuing appointment letter and they 
were paid daily wages for sweeping bank and they were 
paid daily wages on day to day basis for sweeping the 
bank premises. It is further, submitted any regular 
appointment has to be done only by inviting application 
from the candidates sponsored by the employment 
exchange as per the guidelines governing the recruitment 
rules. It is further, submitted that the employment exchange 
(Compulsory Notification of Vacancies) Act, 1959 does 


not apply to the part time employment but the temporary 
workman has to be engaged as per the guidelines issued 
by the Government of India. It is further, submitted that the 
said workmen whose cases have been espoused by the 
Union are not sponsored by the employment exchange 
and their services cannot be regularized. 

4. The petitioners/workmen filed their respective 
affidavits in support of their cases and got marked the 
documents as Ex.Wl to W6. Ex.W 1 is the Xerox copy of 
representation of WW1. Ex.W2 is the Xerox copy of 
representation of WW2. Ex.W3 is the Xerox copy of 
representation of WW3. Ex.W4 is the Xerox copy of 
representation of WW4. Ex.W5 is the Xerox copy of 
representation of WW5. As against this evidence, the 
respondent filed the affidavit of K.Krishna Rao, Bank Officer 
working in Zonal office Eluru and got marked the documents 
as EX. M 1 which is the procedure for filling up the part 
time Sweepers. 

5. It is not in dispute that the said workmen are 
working as part time Sweepers under the management since 
the dates mentioned in their applications. It is also not in 
dispute that the said petitioners were made representation 
before the management for regularization and the same 
was not considered on the ground that they are not eligible 
under the rules or guidelines governing the recruitment. 
The respondent filed affidavit that the engagement of the 
petitioners/workmen as part time Sweepers itself is illegal 
and the Branch Managers are not permitted to engage them 
temporarily and they were not sponsored by the 
employment exchange. However, he admitted in the cross 
examination that sponsorship from the employment 
exchange for engaging casual labour is not necessary. It is 
also not disputed that for engaging casual labour, there is 
no need for sponsorship of casual labour from the 
employment exchange. The rules regarding the filling up 
part time Sweepers discloses part time Sweepers on Rs. 100 
per day shall be filled through the employment exchange 
only. The said rules are for the recruitment and filling of the 
post of part time Sweepers. In the present case, the workmen 
are engaged by the respondent bank since long time and 
they are still continuing. The respondent claims that the 
very engagement of the petitioners/workmen is illegal but 
did not say that any action was taken against the Branch 
Manager who is permitting the engagement of the 
petitioners. It appears that the respondent bank is permitted 
the engagement of casual labour since it is advantageous 
to the management. 

6. The Learned Counsel for rhfc petitioner contended 
that since petitioners/workmen were working as part time 
Sweepers since long time temporarily, they are entitled for 
regularization. On the other hand, the Learned Counsel for 
the respondent contended that the petitioners are engaged 
temporarily for specific purpose and for specific period till 
the post of part time Sweepers are filled up by issuing 
notification calling for interviews. As such, the petitioners 
though working since long time are not entitled for 
regularisation and relied upon apex Court Judgement. 
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7. The petitioners/workmen who were working as 
temporary part time Sweepers cannot claim as a matter of 
right for regularization. The post of part time Sweepers has 
to be recruited by issuing notification and calling for 
interviews. The petitioners are at liberty to apply for the 
same and get regularization. In view of the ruling of the 
Apex Court, the petitioners who are working since long 
time, cannot claim for regularization. It w r as held in A.P, 
2006 (1) Decisions Today (SCF) 493 Secretary, State of 
Karnataka & Others Vs. Umadevi & Others. It was observed 
in para 34 & 38 as follows:— 

Para 34 “Thus, it is clear that adherence to the 
rule of equality in public employment is a basic feature of 
our Constitution and since the rule of law is the core of our 
Constitution, a Court would certainly be disabled from 
passing an order upholding a violation of Article 14 or in 
ordering the overlooking of the need to comply with the 
requirements of Article 14 read with Article 16 of the 
Constitution. Therefore, consistent with the scheme or 
public employment, this Court while laying dow n the law, 
has necessarily to hold that unless the appointment is in 
terms of the relevant rules and after a proper competition 
among qualified persons, the same w'ould not confer any 
right on the appointee. If it is a contractual appointment, 
the appointment comes to an end at the end of the contract, 
if it were an engagement or appointment on daily wages or 
casual basis, the same would come to an end when it is 
discontinued. Similarly, a temporary employee could not 
claim to be made permanent on the expiry of his term of 
appointment. It has also to be clarified that merely because 
a temporary employee or a casual wage worker is continued 
for a time beyond the term of his appointment, he would 
not be entitled to be absorbed in regular service or made 
permanent, merely on the strength of such continuance, if 
the original appointment was not made by follow ing a due 
process of selection as envisaged by the relevant rules. It 
is not open to the court to present regular recruitment at 
the instance of temporary employees whose period of 
employment has come to an end or of ad hoc employees 
who by the very nature of their appointment, do not acquire 
any right. High Courts acting under Article 226 of the 
Constitution of India, should not ordinarily issue directions 
for absorption, regularisation, or permanent continuance 
unless the recruitment itself was made regularly and in 
terms of the constitutional scheme. Merely because, an 
employee had continued under cover of an order of Court, 
which we have described as ‘litigious employment’ in the 
earlier part of the Judgement, he would not be entitled to 
any right to be absorbed or made permanent in the service. 
In fact, in such cases, the High Court may not be justified 
in issuing interim directions, since, after all, if ultimately 
the employee approaching it is found entitled to relief, it 
may be possible for it to mould the relief in such a manner 
that ultimately no prejudice will be caused to him, whereas 
an interim direction to continue his employment would hold 
up the regular procedure for selection or impose on the 
State the burden of paying an employee who is really not 
required. The courts must be careful in ensuring that they 
do not interfere unduly w ith the economic arrangement of 
its affairs by the State or its instrumentalities or lend 


themselves the instruments to facilitate the bypassing of 
the constitutional and. statutory mandates”. 

Para 38 : “When a person enters a temporary 
employment or gets engagement is not based on a proper 
selection as recognized by the relevant rules or procedure, 
he is aware of the consequences of the appointment being 
temporary, casual or contractual in nature. Such a person 
cannot invoke the theory' of legitimate expectation for being 
confirmed in the post when an appointment to the post 
could be made only by following a proper procedure for 
selection and in concerned cases, in consultation with the 
Public Service Commission. Therefore, the theory of 
legitimate expectation cannot be successfully advanced 
by temporary, contractual, or casual employees. It cannot 
also be held that the state has held out any promise while 
engaging these persons either to continue them where they 
are or to make them permanent. The State cannot 
constitutionally make such a promise. It is also obvious 
that the theory cannot be invoked to seek a positive relief 
of being made permanent in the post.” 

8. In view of the said ruling, the petitioners who are 
only working as temporary part time Sweepers under the 
respondent/management cannot claim right for 
regularization of their services. It is directed to the 
respondent to consider the names of the said workmen in 
the event of issuing notification for filling up the post of 
part time Sweepers without insisting sponsorship from the 
employment exchange by relaxing their age. Accordingly, 
the award is passed. 

Disctated to Sri P.kanaka Raju, LDC transcribed by 
him correct and pronounced in the open Court by me on 
this the 13th day of September, 2006. 

T. RAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined Witnesses examined for the 
for the Petitioner Respondent 

WW1: K. Nagababu MWI: K. Krishna Rao 

WW2: K. Maha Laxmi 

WW3 : K. Jaya Laxmi 

WW4: N.Vijaya Laxmi 

WW5: K. Venkata Laxmi 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 

Ex.WI: Xerox copy of representation of WW I 
Ex.W2: Xerox copy of representation of WW2 
Ex.W3: Xerox copy of representation of WW3 
Ex.W4: Xerox copy of representation of WW4 
Ex.W5: Xerox copy of representation of WW5. 

Documents marked for the Respondent 

Ex.M 1: A circular dated 13-3-1989 regarding procedure 

for filling up of the vacancies of part time 
Sweepers. 
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[R. TTcT-34025/1/2006-3^ 3m(^t-II)] 
TTt WSR^T, 3T^T <Hpqq 
New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 

S.O. 4165. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 126/ 
2004) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Hyderabad now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Disputes between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Hindustan Shipyard Limited and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 21-9-2006. ' 

[No. L-34025/1/2006-IR (B-H)j 
C. GAN GAD HA RAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, 
HYDERABAD 

PRESENT 

SHRI TRAMACHANDRA REDDY, Presiding Officer 
Dated 1st day of August, 2006 

Industrial Dispute LC No.126/2004 
BETWEEN 

A.A.Eamest .Petitioner 

AND 

1. The Chairman & Managing Director, 

M/s Hindusthan Shipyard Ltd., 

Visakhapatnam. 

2 The General Manager, 

(Production & Corporate Development), 
Hindusthan Shipyard Limited, 

Visakhapatnam. ... Respondents 

APPEARANCES 

For the Petitioner : S. RamaRao, Advocate. 

For the Respondents : M/s. Sai Baba & Srinivas, 
Advocates. 

AWARD 

This is a petition filed by the petitioner Sri A.A.¬ 
Eamest against the respondents No. 1 & 2 under 2 A(2) of 
ID Act seeking the relief to set aside the dismissal order 
dated 27-2-1993 and for reinstatement with continuity of 


service with back wages. It was originally filed on the file 
of Industrial Tribunal cum Labour Court at Visakhapatnam 
vide ID. No. 56/2002 and the same was transferred to this 
Tribunal for adjudications. 

2. It is submitted by the petitioner that he was a 
permanent employee of the respondent/management and 
working as Electrical Welder Trade Man-II. He was 
appointed as a Electrical Welder on 7-2-1976 and was 
promoted as Electrical Welder Trade Man Grade-II in 1979 
and Electrical Welder Trade Man Grade-I in 1988. He was 
elected as a committee member of the Union General 
Counsel in the year 1979 and continued upto 1983. During 
that period, he espousing the cause of the workman. As 
such, the respondent/management started victimization. 

3. It is further, submitted that the respondent 
engaged the services of the private security agency by 
name Vigilant Security Services hereinafter referred as 
M/s. VSS for the purpose of keeping security. They formed 
into a Trade Union known as VSS private security Agencies 
and got registered in March, 1991 to protect the interests 
of the workmen against exploitation. The members of the 
said Union elected the petitioner/workman a§ its President. 
The respondent/management with false allegation, issued 
a charge memo dated 7-6-1991 with the following 
allegations:—(I) That on 10-5-1991 in E-I shift Sri A. A. 
Earnest (Workman), Badge number 07-5-9809 obtained 
permission for one hour from 08.00 Hrs. to 09.00 hrs. from 
the department and went to the OPF main gate along with 
4 other Ex. VSS Security Guards (colony), gathered 15 other 
VSS Security Guards and approached the Security Officer 
(OPF) and asked the whereabouts of Sri B.S. Rao, Asst., 
Security officer of VSS,. Alleging that there had'been an 
incident of beating the Security Guard on 8-5-1991 in ‘C’ 
shift white he was found sleeping; suspension vide memo 
dated 13/15-2-1992 pending disposal of the criminal case 
registered against the petitioner/workman by the police in 
furtherance of this memo and another memo NV case 
number 386 dated 5-5-1992 was issued with the following 
allegations. He was also charge sheeted with the following 
allegations That Sri A.A. “Earnest (workman) B.No. 
07-05-9809 Electrical Welder TM-I was arrested by the police 
on 4-2-1992 remanded to judicial custody on 5-2-1992 and 
was in remand to Central jail from 5-2-92 (10.00 a.m.) to 
7-2-92 (4.30 p.m.) and was released on conditional bail, 
thereafter, in connection with a criminal case registered 
against him under Cr.No. 17/92, U/Sec. 147,341,323,506 of 
IPC. R/w Sec. 120 ‘B’ IPC and 7(1) Crl . Amendment Act and 
that he (workman) did not inform the H.S.L. Management 
of his (workman) involvement in the said Criminal case, 
arrest by the police immediately thereafter.” 

CHARGES ARE: 

“His above act constitutes grave misconduct under 

clauses 30(1) and (ZO) of the Company’s standing 

orders.” 

The petitioner has submitted his explanation for the 
said charges on 22-5-1992 stating that when a peaceful 
demonstration was authorized on 4-2-1992 to protect 
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against illegal termination of private security guards by 
the HSL management. The respondent/management 
instigated the Malkapuram Police and got arrested 68 
guards including the petitioner/workman and remanded to 
judicial custody. 

4. It is further, submitted that the respondent/ 
management ordered for an enquiry into the charge memo 
dated 13-2-1992 and NV case No. 386 dated (ii) That about 
08.10hrs.onthesamedayi.e.on 10-5-1991 Sri A. A. Earnest 
(Workan) went along with 11 security guards ofVSS and 
threatened him with dire consequences stating that he A 
reported on security guards sleeping on duty and that he 
(Sri P. M. Mani) should be careful and if he (A. A.Eamest, 
workman) thinks, Sri P. M. Mani would not go beyond pile 
rack, and thereby Sri A.A. Earnest created a scene at the 
OPF main gate warranting Law & Order problem”. 

“That Sri A. A.Eamest (workman) B.No.07-05-9809 
Electrical Welder TM-I was arrested by the police on 
4-2-1992 remanded to judicial custody on 5-2-1992 
and was in remand in Central jail from 5-2-92 (10.00 
a.m.) to 7-2-92 (4.30 p.m.) and was released on 
conditional bail, thereafter, in connection with a 
criminal case registered against him under Cr. No. 

17/92, U/Sec. 147,341,323,506 of IPC. R/w Sec. 120 
‘B’ IPC and 7(1) Crl. Amendment Act and that he 
(workman) did not inform the H.S.L. Management of 
his (workman) involvement in the said Criminal case. 
Arrest by the police immediately thereafter.” 

CHARGES ARE: 

“His above act constitutes grave misconduct under 
clauses 30(1) and (ZO) of the Company's standing 
orders.” 

The petitioner/workman has submitted his 
explanation dated 1 -7-1991 denying the averments made in 
the chargesheet and pleaded that no such incident took 
place and that it was routine and usual for the Union leaders 
to discuss with the management of VSS and the 
Respondent being the principal employer. Subsequently, 
the petitioner/workman was placed under 5-5-1992 and 
found that the fust article of charge i.e. misconduct allegedly 
committed by the workman under clause 30 of the 
company's standing orders is proved and the second article 
of charge i.e. misconduct allegedly committed by the 
workman under clause 30 (ZO) of company's standing 
orders is not proved. The arrest by the police and sending 
to judicial custody are based only on the report of the 
Malkapuram Police and the facts and circumstances leading 
to arrest was not considered by the Enquiry Officer. 

5. It is further, submitted that the respondent/ 
management was also ordered for an enquiry by the 
Sr.Personnel Officer to enquire into the charge memo dated 
14-1-1992 that the workman after taking one and half hours 
permission on loss of pay from 10.00 a.m to 11.30 a.m in 
E-l shift on 1 -1 -1992 went to OPF at 10.00 a.m and organized 
a dharna and slogans shouting by the VSS Guards and 
questioned the authority of the Sr. Security Officer and 


created law and order problem etc. and the said charges 
were not proved as per the findings of the Enquiry Officer 
Sri V enkateswara Rao. 

6. It is further, submitted that the impugned order 
dated 27-2-1993 is not a speaking order and the Enquiry 
Officer failed to discuss the evidence in support of the 
authorities and failed to give reasons. 

7. It is further, submitted that the criminal case filed 
against the petitioner/workman in CC No.36 of 1993 was 
acquitted. 

8. The respondent filed their counter and denied 
the averments made in the petition and contended that on 
10-5-1991 in E-1 shift, the petitioner/workman obtained 
permission for one hour 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. from the department 
and went to the OPF main gate along with four others. Ex. 
VSS Security Guards gathered 15 others VSS security 
guards and approached the Security Officer and asked the 
whereabouts of Sr. B. S. Rao Asst.Security Officer ofVSS 
alleging that there had been an incident of beating the 
Security Guard on 8-5-1991 in C shift while he was found 
sleeping. The petitioner/workman went to Smt.P.M.Phani 
Security Supervisor of VSS and threatened him with dire 
consequences alleging that he reported that guards are 
sleeping on duty. It is further, submitted that an appeal 
filed by the petitioner against the dismissal order was 
rejected after considering entire records and findings of 
the Enquiry Officer. It is further, submitted that M/s. Vigilent 
Security Service was awarded contract by the first 
respondent organization through open tender to look after 
the security services of OPF. The respondent have not 
recognized the Union name Visakha Private Security 
Sibbandi Sangham as they are the employees of the 
contractor. It is further, submitted that on receiving a report 
from the Sub-Inspector of police, Malkapuram dated 
8-2-1992 stating that on 4-2-1992 atabout 07.00 hrs, about 
70 Visakha Private Security Union Staff committed rioting 
and criminal intimidation at OPF yard of the respondent 
premises at the instigation of the petitioner/workman and. 
T. George Victor, P. Chowdeswara Rao and D. Satya Rao, 
Security Guards of the Investigation Security Services were 
beaten. The said case was registered on a complaint given 
by theT. George Victor inCr. No. 17/92 and the petitioner/ 
workman was arrested on 14-2-1999 and remanded to 
judicial custody on the next day and he was in the Central 
Jail from 5-2-1992 to 7-2-1992 and that he was released on 
conditional bail and requested to take departmental action. 
The respondent/management has suspended the workmen 
w.e.f 17-2-1992 with a memo dated 13-2-1992 pending 
disposal of the criminal case and also he was charge sheeted 
with a memo number NV case number 386 dated 5-5-1992 
for not informing the HSL management of his involvement 
in the said criminal case/arrest by the police which 
constituted grave misconducts under clauses 30(1) and 
(ZO) of company's standing orders. During the enquiry, 
the petitioner/workman was found guilty of said charge 
and accordingly he was dismissed taking into consideration 
of his previous record. It is further, submitted that the 
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petitioner disorderly behaviour and interference with 
security staff on duty and created law and order situation 
was serious in nature and warranted severe punishment. 

9. It is further, submitted that the petitioner/Workman 
was awarded punishment of reduction in rank from 
Electrical Welder TM-I to Electrical Welder TM-I1 for proven 
misconduct of organized Dhama and slogans shouting by 
Ex- VSS security guards at OPF for creating law and order 
problem and also threatened the Sr. Security Officer. The 
dismissal order dated 27-2-1993 was issued on proving 
misconduct pertaining to the incident date 10-5-199 L The 
punishment imposed is consumarate with the gravity of 
the charges. It is further, submitted that the management 
no longer repose confidence in the petitioner/workman and 
having lost confidence it does not expect that the petitioner 
if reinstated into service, would work properly with 
discipline. Further, the petitioner was dismissed long back 
in the year 1993 and if reinstated into service, it will lead to 
unrest causing indiscipline among workers. 

10. It is not in dispute that the petitioner/workman 
was an employee of the respondent organization HSL, VSP 
as Electrical Welder TM- II in Welding department on the 
date of the dismissal from the service w.e.f. 27-2-1993. He 
was initially appointed on 7-2-1976 and got promotion from 
time to time. He was elected as a committee member of the 
Trade Union General Counsel in 1979 and continued till 
1993. He was charge sheeted during the year 1984 along 
with others alleging that he agitated in the respondent 
premises causing disruption of work for which the 
petitioner/workman was inflicted the punishment of 
stoppage of three increments. 

11. It is also not in dispute that the respondent 
engaged the services of private security agency by name 
VSS for watch keeping and security jobs. The workmen of 
the said VSS has formed an Union and the petitioner/ 
workman was elected as a President. The Union formed by 
the said agency was not recognized by the respondent as 
they are not concerned. The petitioner/workman was issued 
a charge memo dated 7-6-1991 for which an explanation 
was submitted while the matter is pending. The second 
charge memo was issued on 13/15-2-1992 placing him under 
suspension and in furtherance of another memo from the 
police bearing NV case No. 386 dated 5-5-1992 was issued. 
The allegation that the petitioner/workman did not inform 
his involvement in the criminal case and arrest and amended 
to judicial custody. The petitioner/workman has submitted 
his explanation to the said charge memo but an enquiry 
was ordered by appointing an Enquiry Officer and the 
Enquiry Officer found the charge was proved. The 
Disciplinary Authority found that the charges are proved 
and inflicted the punishment of reduction in rank from 
Electrical Welder TM-I to TM-II w.e.f. 1 -2-1993. 

12. The impugned order of dismissal is passed in 
respect of the enquiry conducted by R. V. Krishna Rao for 
the incident that took place on 10-5-1991 by issuing a charge 
memo dated 7-6-1991. 


13. It was held by the Tribunal that the domestic 
enquiry conducted by the respondent/management is valid 
and the Enquiry Officer has observed the principles of 
natural justice while conducting enquiry. 

' 14. The Enquiry Officer has examined two witnesses 
M. S. Raju, Security Officer as MWI and Appa Rao, 
Sr.Security Officer as MW 2. 

15. The petitioner/workman has taken the plea in 
his explanation that he is the honorary Present of the private 
security guards working under VSS and he was espousing 
the cause of the workers against the management of VSS. 
As such 4 he was involved in the case. 

16. It is observed by the Enquiry Officer that the 
incident alleged to have been taken place at the gate Was 
not disputed by the petitioner/workman. The witness 
P. M. Phani Supervisor of VSS has stated that the petitioner/ 
workman Was shouted on him and threatened him with dire 
consequences. The incident has taken place in the premises 
of respondent company and the witness N.S. Raju has 
stated that the extent of law and order problem created by 
the workman. The Enquiry Officer found that the acts of 
the petitioner/workman leaving the work spot and leading 
a crowed of VSS security guards to OPF main gate during 
the working hours on 10-5-1991 interfering with the work 
of the management of VSS which has got connection with 
the business of the respondent and also threatened security 
supervisor which amounts to misconduct. The* Enquiry 
Officer as well as the Disciplinary Authority has given 
reasons in their conclusions. The appeal preferred by the 
petitioner was also rejected giving reasons. The conclusions 
arrived by the Enquiry Officer as well as the Disciplinary 
Authority are based on the evidence on record. It should 
be noted that the strict rules of evidence are not applicable 
to the domestic enquiry. The Enquiry Officer has analyzed 
the evidence on record giving reasons. The Disciplinary 
Authority has taken the view since the incident has taken 
place in the premises of the respondent company and the 
petitioner has lead the security guards for agitation and 
threatened the security personnel with dire consequences 
amounts to misconduct. Th^incident pertains to 4-2-1992 
and the punishment inflicted for that incident is not relevant 
in the present case. The Disciplinary Authority has taken 
the previous conduct of the petitioner/workman while 
imposing the punishment. 

17. The petitioner/workman has filed two W.P.s. 
against his reversion and another for dismissal from service 
and withdrawn the same with a liberty to file proper petition 
before the Industrial Tribunal. It is contended by the Learned 
Counsel and the petitioner that the incident which is the 
subject matter of the chargesheet is not connected with 
the management and the dispute is with VSS, who is a 
contractor of the management.. As such, the petitioner 
cannot be punished. It should be noted that the incident 
has taken place in the premises of the respondent/ 
management wherein the petitioner alleged to have created 
law and order problem and threatened security supervisors 
of VSS and the petitioner held Dhama without taking 
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permission to leave his seat. In view of the material on 
record and findings arrived at by the Enquiry Officer and 
Disciplinary Authority, I am satisfied that the respondent/ 
management has rightly held that the charge against the 
petitioner/workman is proved. 

18. The next and important question that arises is 
whether the capital punishment of dismissal is appropriate 
and commensurate with the gravity of the charges. This 
Tribunal has got power or discretion under section 11 (A) 
of ID Act to interfere with the punishment under findings 
that the punishment is disproportionate to the gravity of 
misconduct so as to disturb the conscience of this Tribunal. 

19. In the present case, it appears that the petitioner/ 
workman was punished for the charge of leaving a crowd 
of VSS security guards to the main gate during the working 
hours, and interfering with the work of the management of 
VSS and threatened the security supervisors on duty with 
dire consequences which constitutes misconduct under 
clause 30(J) (Q) (W) of the company’s standing orders. On 
account of the act of the petitioner/workman, there is a 
riotous and disorderly behaviour in the premises of the 
respondent and disturbance to the work of other workers. 

20. It is not the case of the respondent that the 
petitioner/workman cannot become a honorary President 
of the private security guards pertains to VSS when the 
petitioner was holding the office bearer of the Trade Union. 
He is at liberty to espousing the cause of the workmen 
against VSS. It should be noted that the incident for which 
the petitioner was reverted to lower rank pertains to the 
incident that took place on 4-2-1992 which is subsequent 
to the incident for which he was awarded capital punishment 
of dismissal. The punishment imposed by the management 
with reference to the charge is shockingly disproportionate 
to the gravity of the misconduct. 

21. The Learned Counsel for the respondent 
vehemently contended that the respondent/management 
has lost the confidence of the petitioner/workman and he 
used his position by involving in the riotous and Dharnas 
against the contractor of the respondent and further it is 
undesirable to the management to retain him in services in 
the event of holding that the dismissal is invalid and further 
contended that it amounts to forcing the management to 
take him into services and further contended that the 
petitioner is out of service last several years since 1993 
and he is not in position to work properly and his 
reinstatement may lead to unrest causing indiscipline among 
the workers. 

22. The respondent relied on the ruling of Hon’ble 
High Court S. Chandraiah V/s. P.O., Additional Industrial 
Tribunal-cum-Labour Court, A.P., Hyderabad and another 
reported 2005 (5 ALD 360) it was held in para 18 and 19. 

Para-1 8:—It is well settled that the plea of the 
employer of his loss of confidence in the concerned 
employee, who had misutilized his position rendering it 
undesirable to retain him in service, even in cases where 
termination or removal from service is held to be invalid, 
would militate against the award of reinstatement and would 


amount to forcing the employee on an unwilling employer. 
The Supreme Court in several cases has accepted the plea 
of the employer, of loss of confidence in the workman, and 
in lieu of reinstatement has directed payment of wages for 
a certain period. 

Para 19:—"It has been held that where an employer 
loses confidence in his employee, particularly in respect of 
a person discharging an office of trust and confidence 
there can be no justification for directing his reinstatement 
(Francis Klein & Co. (P) Ltd. Vs. Workmen, Vo 1.48 (1971) 
FJR 183 (SC). While the normal rule is that in cases of 
invalid orders of dismissal industrial adjudication would 
direct I/reinstatement of a dismissed employee, nevertheless 
there would be cases where it would not be expedient to 
adopt such a course. Where for instance the dismissed 
employee held a position of confidence and trust and the 
employee had lost confidence in the concerned employee, 
reinstatement is not fair to either party (Ruby General 
Insurance Co. Ltd. Vs. P. P. Chopra, Vol 48 (1971) FJR 286 
(SC). An employee who belives of suspects that his 
employee, particularly one holding a position of 
confidence, has betrayed the confidence, can, if the 
conditions and terms of employment permit, terminate his 
employment and discharge him without any stigma 
attaching to the discharge. But, such belief or suspicion of 
the employee should not be a mere whim or fancy. It should 
be bona fide and reasonable. It must rest on some tangible 
basis and the power has to be exercised by the employer 
objectively, in good faith with due care and prudence 
(L.Michel Vs. Johnson Pumps Ltd., AIR 1975 SC 661). 

23. The Petitioner was in service in the respondent 
organization from 7-2-1976 till he was dismissed on 
27-2-1993. His last drawn wages of the petitioner is 
Rs.3,030 p.m. and it appears that the petitioner’s age is 
about 51 years. In view of the circumstances, it is just and 
proper to award a certain amount of compensation apart 
from gratuity, leave salary and other entitled terminal 
benefits. 

24. In view of the circumstances, it is just and proper 
to award compensation of Rs.2,00,000 (Rupees Two lakhs 
only) to the petitioner apart from gratuity, leave salary and 
other terminal benefits if any and direct the respondent to 
pay within three months from the date of publication of the 
award. Accordingly, the award is passed. 

Dictated to Sri P. Kanaka Raju, LDC transcribed by 
him correct and pronounced in the open Court by me on 
this the 1st day of August, 2006. 

T. RAMACHANDRAREDDY, Presiding Officer 

Appendix of evidence 

Witnesses examined for the Witnesses examined for the 
Petitioner Respondent 

NIL NIL 

Documents marked for the Petitioner/Workman 
NIL 

Documents marked for the Respondent 
NIL 
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New Delhi, the 28th September, 2006 

S.O. 4166. — In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 38/2000) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court, 
Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the management of Syndicate Bank and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 27-9-2006. 

[No. L-12011/39/2000-IR (B-II)] 
C. GANGADHARAN, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 
INDUSTRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated the, 15th September, 2006 

PRESENT: 

SHRIA. R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
C.R. No. 38/2000 

I PARTY 

The General Secretary, 

Syndicate Bank Staff Association, 

Anand Plaza, 2nd Floor, Near Anand 
Rao Circle, 

Bangalore-560009 
Karnataka State 

II PARTY 

The General Manager (P), 

Syndicate Bank, Head Office, 

Manipal-576119, 

Karnataka State. 

APPEARANCES 

1st Party ; Shri B. M. Joshi, Advocate. 

2nd Party : Shri Ramesh Upadhyaya, 

Advocate. 

AWARD 

1. The Central Government by exercising the powers 
conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Section 
10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred this 
dispute vide order No. L-12011/39/2000/IR (B-II) dated 
12th June, 2000 for adjudication on the following schedule: 


“Whether the punishment imposed on Smt. T. Aruna 

Pai, Clerk by reducing her basic pay by two stages 

by the management of Syndicate Bank, Bangalore is 

in order? If not, what relief the workman is entitled 
to r 

2. The first party workman in her claim statement, 
while challenging, the enquiry proceedings as conducted 
in violation of principles of natural justice also, challenged 
the enquiry findings holding her guilty of the charges of 
misconduct on the ground that they were perverse as the 
enquiry officer did not apply his mind properly to the facts 
and circumstances of the case and that he did not appreciate 
and evaluate the evidence properly and his report is biased 
in holding her guilty of the charges. He contended that all 
the 3 listed witnesses of the management were not examined 
who signed/initiated various slips and registers connected 
with the charges and that enquiry officer also confirmed in 
his report that there was a practice of detaining cheques 
for a day or two at the branch the first party was working. 
She also contended that she is a Clerk working under the 
supervision, control and guidance of her superiors and 
she has been wrongly implicated with the ulterior motive 
to victimize her. She also contended that the impugned 
punishment order reducing her basic pay by two stages is 
unjust, illegal and disproportionate to the alleged gravity 
of the misconduct committed by her. 

3. Management by its Counter Statement contended 
that enquiry against the first party was conducted in 
accordance with the principles of natural justice and she 
participated in the enquiry proceedings taking the 
assistance of DR, cross-examined the management witness 
and also gave her own statement and on the conclusion 
of the enquiry'submitted her brief and therefore, it cannot 
be said that enquiry was against the principles of natural 
justice. The management also contended that the charges 
leveled against the first party have been very much proved 
in the oral and documentary evidence pressed into service 
by the management and that enquiry findings are 
supported by sufficient and legal evidence and therefore, 
it cannot be said that they are perverse. The management 
contended that on the proof of the charges against the 
first party, infact, the Disciplinary Authority had dismissed 
her from service but in appeal lenient view' was taken and 
a minor punishment reducing her basic pay by two stages 
was imposed and therefore, impugned punishment order 
needs no interference. 

4. Keeping in view the respective contentions of 
the parties with regard to the validity, fairness or otherwise 
of the enquiry proceedings, question of Domestic Enquiry 
was taken up in the first instance. During the course of 
trial on the said question the management examined the 
enquiry officer as MW1 and got marked 9 documents at 
Ex. M 3 to M9. First party also examined herself by filing an 
affidavit and after hearing the learned counsels for the 
respective parties, this tribunal by order dated 21-4-2006 
recorded a finding to effect that enquiry held against the 
first party by the second party is fair and proper. 
Thereupon, matter was posted for hearing on the point of 
perversity of the findings and the quantum of punishment, 
learned counsel for the first party filed his written argument 
and whereas, learned counsel for the management 
advanced his orai arguments. 
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5. After having gone through the records, I am of 
the opinion that charges of misconduct levelled against 
the first party have been proved with regard to two 
cheques, one cheque bearing No. 477630 dated 14-1-1994 
and a cheque bearing No. 117275 dated 26-11-1993 and as 
far as cheque No. 117273 dated 23-11 -1993 is concerned 
charge remains to be proved. 

6. As argued for the management, the charges 
levelled against the first party with regard to the aforesaid 
two cheques w hich have been taken to be proved by the 
enquiry officer, there was sufficient and legal evidence in 
the oral testimony of MW 1, the then Branch Manager 
and as many as 43 documents were marked during the 
course of enquiry. In order to appreciate the aforesaid 
arguments of learned counsel, it appears to me worthwhile 
to bring on record the very reasonings and the 
observations of the enquiry officer found on pages 59 to 
68 running as under :— 

Analysis of evidence and findings. 

Both the parties have perspicuously diligently 
and effectively placed their arguments and 
counter arguments before me. I have elaborately 
dealt with the evidence, both oral and 
documentary, adduced before me herein above, 
except what has been supplemented by the 
Defence in the earlier para of the written brief 
as in my opinion, those would be Gratis 
Dictum and not obiter Dicta. 

As an enquiry officer, particularly in a case 
such as this one, extension of principle of 
Judex Acquitatem Semper Spectare Debot has 
got relevance and I would certainly be w ithin 
my jurisdiction if I extend the scope to analyse 
the arguments relevant to the charge sheet 
led by the Defence through their written brief, 
no matter as to how qualitatively their 
argument is relevant to the issue concerned. 

Both the defence and the management 
representatives, albeit engaged in a long 
w'ordy duel at times, displayed remarkable 
restraint and endurance while participating in 
the enquiry, which spanned between the 
period 10-1-1995 and 1 -6-1995. 

The defence, I must admit, have diligently 
laboured to prove the innocence of Smt. Aruna 
Pai, the CSE. In their anxiety to succeed, 
quite naturally, they argues on certain points 
which of course, in my view', is not in good 
taste. Notwithstanding this opinion/remarks 
of mine, I must say that, the efforts put in by 
the Defence to defend Smt. Aruna Pai, is really 
commendable and praiseworthy. 

In their written brief, the defence has been 
elaborative and vocal to paint Shri M.S. Nayak, 
management witnesses, as a person who has 
been taken extra interest to cover up the 
misdeeds of branch officials and opined further 
that, to succeed in his efforts, he tried to 
malign Mrs. Aruna Pai, so that the branch 
officials would get retrieve. The Defence is, 
of course, entitled to have their views and 


they are independent tp express their opinion. 
But, in a departmental enquiry, this 
independence has to be enjoyed w ith 
restraint. 

Coming back to the issue, I found myself in a 
dilemma as to whether I should accept the 
contention of the management w itness as 
well as the Defence witness in toto or to the 
extent it helps me to arrive at my findings. 

The management witness, I observe, was clear 
in his thoughts and fairly articulate while 
deposing before me during the enquiry and 
has duly corroborated his deposition with the 
documents, that is 43 in numbers, produced 
by the management and has chronologically 
described while narrating the circumstances 
that led to his investigation, further 
investigation and outcome of his 
investigation. 

The cross-examination of Shri Nayak, MW 1 
by the Defence is not exactly revealing, as I am 
of the opinion that the MW 1, Shri Nayak was 
quite protective while he was questioned 
about the role played by the branch officials. 
Even while answering the last question the 
defence put to him at SI. No. 193, although he 
agreed interalia that, as per the Manual of 
Instructions. Vol. IV, C lause 21.11, the manager 
of the branch should exercise proper care and 
vigilance in respect of return of cheques of 
customers, he went on to quote from page 
565 of the same edition of the Manual of 
Instructions which says, “A staff member 
working under the overall control of the 
branch manager has a responsibility to report 
to the Head Office regarding the departure 
from the rules and regulations of the bank 
which are considered as detrimental to the 
interest of the Bank and the defects in the 
bank’s security of which, head office might 
not be aware. How many have ventured this 
odyssey. This is non sequitur. Notwith¬ 
standing this position, I wish to come on 
record that I do not want to deliberate on the 
role, responsibilities/duties of the branch 
officials, as the same is not within my 
jurisdiction as an enquiry officer. 

The scope of my enquiry is limited to the 
findings as to w'hether the charges levelled 
against Smt. Pai by the Disciplinary authority 
vide charge sheet No. CCS/BNG/94/82 dated 
27-7-1994 is proved or not and nothing beyond 
that. 

Regarding the ratification/endorsement of the 
branch officials on the instrument, I do not 
know as to in what way if is going to mitigate 
the charge. The exhibits produced by the 
management are expressive enough to suggest 
that Smt. Pai was the person responsible to 
detain/cause detention of instruments 
belonging to Shri Satyanaryana Raju & 
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Associates without authority and has resorted 
to tampering of records and thereby facilitated 
Shri Satyanarayana Raju to derive undue 
pecuniary advantage. 

The defence wanted to establish that, a 
practice is prevalent at Gangenahalli branch 
to detain/over detain the cheques supposed 
to be returned in the clearing. 

The defence also tried to maintain that, such 
practice of detention is normally existing in 
various branches also. 

The conclusions are to be based on the 
preponderance of probabilities and 
circumstances. The totally of the 
circumstances have to be considered as 
evidence led in common. The aspect of Mens- 
rea, albeit, does not have a place in 
departmental enquiry. Still, to arrive at a 
conclusion, the enquiry officer has to take 
this factor into consideration. Director 
evidence or proof beyond reasonable doubt 
are not required in a departmental enquiry, as 
indeed, such a proof/evidence is difficult to 
procure in these proceedings. Such a standard 
of proof is required only in criminal cases. 

The evidence led before me are not only 
suggestive but also clearly indicate that, Smt. 
Pai not only detained the cheques, but also 
tampered the documents to mislead the 
Investigating official. 

Not withstanding the above position, I 
cannot rule out in toto, the defence 
contentions that the practice to detain the 
clearing cheques for a day or two was very 
much prevalent in Gangenahalli branch. 
Defence, to a considerable extent, established 
that the branch officials also approved to this 
arrangement and quite liberally have endorsed/ 
lent their signatures/initials. This can be termed 
as Authentication of documents/instruments. 

However, it does not exactly help Mrs. Pai’s 
claim to detain the cheques. She is not 
authorized for the same. In fact, to the best of 
my knowledge, nobody is authorized to detain 
an instrument. She should have been honest 
to reveal the facts before the concerned 
officials. Regarding signature/initials of the 
branch officials, I opine that it would not 
have been difficult for a fellow employee to 
obtain a signature/initial from her officer 
colleagues and I am therefore, of the 
considered opinion that, she should not have 
taken advantage of this trust and faith. 

The .defence has accentuated on the aspect 
of “Vicarious liability, i.e. apportionment of 
responsibilities. It is true that, the Defence 
has brought certain points to light which are 
suggestive enough that the branch officials 
have erred in lending their signatures/initials 
on the instruments. It has also come on 
record that, if they would have been vigilant. 


this case would not have come up. It is also 
on record that, die practice even if followed 
assuming to an extinguishing extent, is having 
a pernicious effect. But all these factors do 
not justify*Smt. Pai’s action in detaining the 
cheques. 

It is on record that, the second cheque i.e. 
cheque No. 117275 was received on 28-11-1993, 
which was a Sunday, i.e. half working day for 
the branch. The next day was 29-11-1993 i.e. 
weekly holiday for the branch. The cheque 
was finally debited to the party’s account on 
30-11-1993 after the party provided with funds 
for the same and the CCR entry was got 
squared up. Overdue interest of Rs. 35 was 
collected by debiting to the party’s current 
account. 

I am inclined to consider the aspect of time/ 
date of receipt and the time/date of debiting 
to the party’s account, there was an 
intervening holiday. That being the position, 
I do not wish to attribute any motive on the 
part of Smt. ArunaPai to detain the cheque. 
Moreso, overdue interest of Rs. 35 was also 
collected. I am rather inclined to extend benefit 
of doubt to Smt. ArunaPai and exonerate her 
from this lapse. 

Regarding the cheque No. 117273 dated 
23-11 -1993 for Rs. 50000 which was received at 
Ganganahalli branch on 24-11-1993,1 observe 
that, the cheque was returned only on 
26-11-1993 as the balance on the date of 
receipt i.e. 24-11-1993 was only Rs. 460. Here, 
the cheque was detained on 25-11 -1993 and 
was returned only on 26-11-1993. The 
detention, even if it was for a day, in the 
instant case, to my mind is deliberately done. 
The oral evidence of MW1 is duly 
corroborated by the documentary evidence. 
The defence, of course, argued that there 
exists a practice at Gangenhallis branch to 
detain cheque for a day or two, to, 
accommodate the parties. This position of 
course, is not substantial enough to exonerate 
Smt. Aruna Pai. 

Regarding the first cheque mentioned in the 
chargesheet, i.e. Cheque No. 477630 dated 
14-1-1994 for Rs. 30,000 issued by Shri 
M. Satyanarayana Raju, this cheque was 
received at Gangenahalli branch through II 
Clearing on 21-1-1994.* On 22-1-1994, this 
cheque should have been passed if balance 
was there. However, since the balance in the 
SB 10376 was only Rs. 1001 the cheque should 
have been returned. But, the cheque was not 
returned and was debited by Smt. Auna Pai to 
clearing cheques returned account on 
22-1-1994 mentioning as "CAO DD for credit 
of SB account." 

Here, the role played by Smt. Aruna Pai borders on 
irregularity. She has prepared a debit slip for Rs. 30,000/- 
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on 25-1-1994 to CCR account and got the same passed 
with particulars as "one cheque of SB returned". On that 
day, the CCR account was credited with an amount of 
Rs. 30,000 mentioning the particulars as "CAO DD". An 
instrument of a similar amount i.e. Rs. 30,000 is indicated 
in Inward Clearing and in Outward Clearing sub day book, 
a change in figure under Item No.l from Rs. 52,000 to 
Rs. 22,000 was made at the end of a figure of Rs. 30,000/- 
was added with particulars as "SB CAO DD". On 

27- 1-1994, she prepared a credit slip for Rs. 20,000/- for 
credit of CCR account and in clearing outward register on 

28- 1-1994, a cheque for Rs. 30,000 was mentioned as from 
Indian Overseas bank. When the said cheque was received 
back,' the amount was again debited to CCR account on 
30-1-1994 by Smt. Pai. On 1-2-1994, a credit entry for Rs. 
30,000/- was effected in CCR account but the cheque was 
again returned to Indian Overseas Bank. On the next day, 
i.e. 2-2-1994, when the cheque was again received back, 
she altered the amount appearing in the debit slip already 
prepared towards CCR account from Rs. 40490/- to Rs. 
34090. On 3-2-1994, she altered the CCR credit slip figure 
and inter-branch CAO debit slip figure by Rs. 30,000 to 
square up on the debit made by her on 2-2-1994. 

However, on 4-2-1994, a Returning Memo was 
prepared for return of the said cheque to the original 
presenter, i.e. Indian Bank. However, on 5-2-1994 before 
the cheques were returned, the SB holder, Shri M. 
Satyanarayana Raju remitted Rs.30,000 and the cheque 
was finally debited to the account on that day i.e. 
5-2-1994. In this instant case, the involvement of Smt. 
Aruna Pai in the said transactions was quite apparent. 

It is a fact that, the cheque was returned to Indian 
Overseas Bank instead of Indian Bank, the original 
Presenter. I cannot term it as a mistake nor can I term it as 
human error. If it would have been sent on the same day 
i.e. on 22-1-1994 even to the wrong bank, i.e. Indian 
Overseas Bank, I would have probably extended some 
credibility to the defence version. However, the cheque 
was detained for a considerable period and then sent to a 
wrong bank. Therefore, the intention on the part of Smt. 
Aruna Pai to detain the cheque in order to accommodate 
the party is very clear and apparent. The tempering/ 
alteration of records to suppress this action are the natural 
outcome. Here I cannot relegate myself to a position to 
accept the version of the defence. The modus operandi 
adopted by Smt. Aruna Pai is not a natural phenomena 
expected from a seasoned banker. The defence, at length 
argued and also tried to establish that such detention and 
sending the instrument to a wrong bank were at the 
instance of the manager and/or officers. True that, they 
have appended their signatures on the related documents. 
True, that, this appendation of signature confirms to some 
extent, the defence stand that the branch management is 
aware of such detentions. This position does not entirely 
absolve Smt. Aruna Pai for her responsibility and duties. 
In any organization, certain amount of confidence and 
trust plays a dominant role to govern the relationship 
between the managerial staff and the workmen. While 1 
entirely accept the contention of the defence that, Smt. 
Aruna Pai was working under the supervision, guidance 
and control of the Manager and officers, but, in a position 
as explained hereinabove, one will definitely have doubt 


that Smt. Pai has induced the Manager/officer to put their 
signature/initials. 

Of course, the defence produced certain documents 
before me such as appreciation letters from the Zonal 
office/Divisional Office and clippings from "Giant to prove 
that Smt. Aruna Pai is a senior workmen employee who 
has canvassed considerable deposits for the Bank. This 
point is not a mitigating factor to decide on the guilt. 
Moreso, as an enquiry officer, I can consider this point' 
only as an extraneous factor which can only be relied/ 
considered by the competent authority. 

I have, in detail, perused the connected papers and 
am convinced that, the instrument was detained by 
Smt. Aruna Pai. However, whether the same was detained 
with authority or without authority, is a debatable point, 
as all the connected papers were duly signed initialed by 
the concerned officers. 

However, the evidence laid before me are suggestive 
that the tampering/alternation of the records to suppress 
this was done by Smt. Aruna Pai. I, therefore, taking this 
analogy, am of the opinion that, the instrument was 
detained without authority. Otherwise, she would not have 
cared to tamper/alter the documents to suppress her 
action. Based on the evidence adduced before me, both 
oral as well as documentary, I hereby come to the 
conclusion that the charge leveled against Smt. Aruna Pai 
by the Disciplinary Authority vide charge sheet No. 
CCS/BNG/95/82 dated 27-7-1995 is proved." 

7. Therefore, from the reading of the aforesaid 
passage in the report submitted by the enquiry officer, by 
no stretch of imagination it can be said that findings given 
by him holding the workman guilty of the charges in 
respect to the above said two cheques suffered from any 
perversity or arbitrariness. It can be very well seen from the 
reasonings assigned by the enquiry officer that first party 
did commit the misconduct in detaining the above said two 
cheques with the bank and in making certain alterations 
and tampering of the records enabling one 
Shri Sathyanarayana Raju, the customer of the bank to derive 
undue pecuniary advantage. The only defence of the first 
party is that she had acted under the supervision, control 
and guidance of her superiors and therefore, she cannot be 
responsible for the misconduct alleged against her. It was 
well observed by the enquiry officer that by taking such a 
defence.the first party cannot shirk her responsibility 
throwing the entire blame to her superiors. She herself being 
a very senior official of the bank dealing the cash 
transactions, was supposed to be very much diligent, 
honest and prompt in discharging her duties particularly on 
the receipt of the cheques from customers concerned and 
sending them for clearing purpose. Though the learned 
counsel for the first party submitted his written arguments 
spreading over more than 5 pages but was not in a position 
to convince this tribunal as to why and how the findings of 
the enquiry officer suffered from perversity. It is neither a 
case of 'no evidence' nor a case of 'no sufficient and legal 
evidence' or that the enquiry officer had relied upon certain 
extraneous and hearsay evidence in coming to the 
conclusion that first party committed the misconduct alleged 
against her. As noted above, findings of the enquiry officer 
are very much supported by the oral testimony of the then 
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branch manager, the most competent witness to speak to 
the facts involved in the present case. His testimony as 
could be read from the findings has been very much 
corroborated by as many as 43 documents, genuineness of 
he could hot be disputed by the first party, they being 
maintained in the usual course of business of the bank. 
Therefore, in the light of the above, I am not inclined to hold 
that enquiry findings suffered from perversity. 

8. Now coming to the quantum of the punishment, as 
seen above, the disciplinary authority imposed the 
punishment of dismissal against the 1st party and when the 
matter was taken up in the appeal punishment of dismissal 
was replaced by reducing her basic pay by two stages. 
However, keeping in view the fact that the first party is a 
very senior and experienced staff of the bank having 
unblemished service throughout her career, the 
observation of the enquiry officer himself with regard to 
cheque No. 117273 that role played by the first party, 
borders on irregularity and that there has been a practice 
prevalent at the branch where the first party was working 
to detain/over detain the cheque supposed to' return in 
the clearing and in the absence of clear motive being 
attributed to the first party in committing the misconduct 
on hand, it appears to me that she is to be held responsible 
for the act of negligence in discharging her duties and 
therefore, it will be in the ends of justice if further lenient 
view is taken against the first party reducing her basic pay 
by one stage in place of two stages as imposed by the 
Appellate Authority. She shall be entitled to receive back 
the dues from the bank as against the reduction of pay by 
one stage. Hence the following award :— 

AWARD 

Reference is partly allowed. The punishment 
awarded against the first party reducing her basic pay by 
two stages is hereby replaced by reducing her pay by one 
stage. The management shall reimburse her for the loss 
she suffered on account of reduction of her pay by one 
stage from the date of the impugned punishment order 
onwards. No. costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 15th September, 2006). 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
4 3^51, 2006 

W.31T. 4167.—1947 ( 1947 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4167. —In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 394/ 
2004) of the Central Govemmentlndustrial Tribunal/Labour 
Court, Chennai as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 


Disputes between the employers in relation to the 
management of Shankar Chemical lime, Tirunelveli and 
their workman, which was received by the Central 
Government on 15-9-2006. 

[No. L-29011/32/2006-IR (Misc.)] 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 
ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVT. INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM -LABOUR COURT, CHENNAI 

Thursday, the 20th July, 2006 

PRESENT 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Industrial Dispute No. 394 /2004 

(In the matter of the dispute for adjudication under clause 
(d) of sub-section I and sub-section 2(A) of Section 10 of 
the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947( 14 of 1947), between the 
Management of Sankar Chemical Lime and their workmen) 

BETWEEN 

The General Secretary : I Party/Claimant 

Cement & Quarry Workers Union, 

Sankar Nagar. 

AND 

The Partner : II Party/Management 

Sankar Chemical Lime, Tirunelveli. 

APPEARANCE 

For the claimant : M/s. Row & Reddy, 

Advocates 

For the Management : M/s. S. Jayaraman, 

Advocates 

AWARD 

The Central Government, Ministry of Labour vide Order 
No. L-2901 J/32/2004-IR(M) dated 28-07-2004 has referred 
the dispute to this Tribunal for adjudication. The Schedule 
mention order is as follows:— 

"Whether the claim of the Cement & Quarry workers 
Union for payment of TA & DA for appearance 
before the Appellate Medical Board at Dhanbad, 
payment of medical fee of Rs. 300 and full wages 
from 20-5-02. to 30-01-03 for the following 10 
workmen against the management of Shankar 
Chemical Lime are legal and justified? If not to what 
relief the workmen are entitled to? (1) Sivan Perumal, 
S/o. Gomu (2) Palsamy, S/o. Pitchaiah (3) Thirumalai, 
S/o. Subbaiah (4) Pitchaiah S/o. Sudalaimuthu (5) 
Jegadeesan, S/o. Sokkalingam (6) Sivanar S/o. 
O.Sappani (7) Kalangarayan S/O. ValJimuthu (8) 
Sankar S/o. Subbaiah (9) Thangasamy S/o. Perumal 
(10) Sudalaimuthu S/o. Krishnan." 

2. After the receipt of the reference, it was taken on 
file as I.D. No. 394/2004 and notices were issued to both 
the parties and both the parties entered appearance 
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through their advocates and filed their Claim Statement 
and Counter Statement respectively. 

3. The allegations of the Petitioner union in the claim 
Statement are briefly as follows:— 

Except Mr. Kalangarayan, the other nine workmen 
concerned in this dispute are working as mazdoor in the 
Respondent/Management mines. Mr. Kalangarayan has 
been working as Mistry. The nature of job involved by 
these ten workers is to extract limestone from the mines of 
Respondent. As per Mines Act, the mine workers have to 
undergo a medical check up once in five years. These ten 
quarry workers under went a medical check up conducted 
by Respondent/Management. But, the medical officer 
appointed by the Respondent without properly examining 
these ten workers, gave a medical certificate finding them 
unfit to work in the mines. Taking this into account, the 
Respondent/Management terminated the services of all 
these ten workers w.e.f. 20-5-2002. Aggrieved by the order, 
the ten workers referred in this dispute raised an appeal 
before Appellate Medical Board constituted under Mines 
Act. As such, the medical board was constituted at 
Dhanbad, Bihar. During the course of medical-examination 
of these ten workmen, the Board found that they are fit 
enough to be engaged in mines and it gave a fitness report 
dated 20-11-2002. Accepting the Medical Board's report, 
these ten workmen were reinstated in service w.e.f. 
30-1-2003 without any back wages. Thus, the termination 
of these ten workers w.e.f. 20-5-2002 is illegal, unjustified 
and void. The said workers were victimised by the 
Respondent/Management because all these workers 
joined the Petitioner union. The concerned employees 
suffered a huge economic loss because of the unfair attitute 
of the Respondent/Management. Wages was denied by 
Respondent/Management because of the illegal 
termination and between 20-5-2002 and 30-1-2003, 
concerned workmen were not gainfully employed 
elsewhere. On the other hand, they have incurred expenses 
amounting to Rs. 6,000 which being the travelling and 
other expenses to attend the re-examination of the Medical 
Board and they have further paid Rs. 300 per worker 
towards payment of medical fees. As per Section 29J of 
Mines Act, this medical fees should be refunded to the 
concern employee if the Appellate Board finds the worker 
is medically fit for appointment. The concerned workmen 
approached the Respondent/Management to refund the 
TA & DA for appearance before the Appellate Medical 
Board, Bihar, payment of medical fees and full wages during 
the course of illegal termination between 
20-5-02 and 30-1-03, but the Respondent/Management has 
not given the said amount, but gave an evasive reply 
Aggrieved by this action, the Petitioner union espousing 
the cause of ten workmen raised the industrial dispute 


before Asstt. Labour Commissioner (Central). Hence, for 
all these reasons the Petitioner union prays to pass an 
award holding the demand, of the Petitioner union is legal 
and justified, 

4. As against this, the Respondent in its Counter 
Statement contended that the Respondent company is 
governed by the provisions of Mines Act and Mines 
Rules. Under Mines Rules 29B periodical medical 
examination of workers have to be conducted. The 
Directorate General of Mines Safety sent a letter dated 
5-12-2001 and also a reminder dated 3-1-2002 for medical 
examination of Mines workers and therefore, this 
Respondent has arranged for medical examination of all 
the 118 workers and the medical examination was 
conducted by Dr. E. Kandasamy, who is a Civil Assistant 
Surgeon. Out of the 118 workmen examined by him, only 
99 workers were found medically fit and 19 workmen were 
found medically unfit. Then the management issued a 
notice dated 3-4-2002 to all the 19 workers who were found 
medically unfit informing them at the Respondent was 
proceeding to declare these workers that they would no 
longer be in service after 33 days from the date of receipt 
of the notice and also informed the Deputy Director of 
Mines Safety Oorgaum Region, Oorgaum and the 
Directorate General of Mines Safety, Dhanbad and also 
passed order dated 16-5-2002 informing the workmen who 
are declared medically unfit and they will not be in service 
of the company from 20-5-2002. Out of 19 workmen, nine 
workers accepted the order of discharge issued by the 
company and received their dues. However, ten workmen 
concerned in this dispute filed an appeal against the 
declaration given by the doctor, as such medical re¬ 
examination by the Appellate Medical Board was held at 
Koyla Nagar Hospital, Koyla Nagar, Dhanbad on 
20-11-2002. In that medical re-examination, the Board has 
come to a conclusion that they are medically fit to work in 
mines in the mean time, the concerned ten workmen raised 
an Industrial dispute questioning their non-employment 
and the same was referred by the Central Govt, by an 
order dated 3-4-2003. But however, the Petitioner herein 
did not bother even to enter appearance or to file any 
Claim Statement, even after two notices were sent to them 
and this Tribunal by an Award dated 11 -9-2003 observed 
that Petitioner union is not interested in pursuing the 
reference and in view of the circumstances, the Tribunal 
returned the reference in I.D. No. 64/2003 to the Ministry 
for want of prosecution. Therefore, order dated 16-5-2002 
has become final. However, the Respondent/Management 
reinstated these ten workmen on and from 30-1-2003. 
Therefore, these ten workmen were not in service from 
20-5-02 to 30-1-03 i.e. for a period of 8 months and 10 days 
and admittedly they have not worked during that period 
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and with regard to workman one Mr. Pitchai is concerned, 
though he joined the service as per the direction of 
Medical Appellate Board, he did not appear thereafter and 
he has absented.for a long period and ultimately left the 
service on his own accord expressing his inability to 
continue in work and discharged his duties in view of his 
medical unfitness. Any how the reference itself is 
incompetent and bad in law. The Petitioner union has no 
locus stand to raise the present dispute and there is no 
proper espousal of the present dispute by substential 
number of workmen which is a basic requirement for a 
dispute to be referred. The allegation that medical officer 
did not properly examine them is totally bereft of truth. 
The concerned employees were rightly terminated after 
medical examination, in accordance with Mines Rules. The 
allegation that workmen were victimized since they joined 
the Petitioner union is totally devoid of any merits and 
without any substance. The claim made by Petitioner union 
in the annexure is unjustified and unsustainable. Since 
the workmen had not worked during the period mentioned 
in the dispute, they are not entitled to any wages for that 
period on the ground of ‘No work - no pay’. Further, the 
relief claimed by the Petitioner union in ID No. 64/2003, no 
relief having been granted by this Tribunal and on that 
ground also, this industrial dispute is not maintainable. 
None of the rules provide TA/DA. as claimed by the 
Petitioner. Under Rule 29 J(3) incase, the Medical Appellate 
Board finds the workmen fit for employment in Mines, the 
fees of Rs. 300 can be refunded and, not otherwise. Any 
how the Respondent denies the figures mentioned in 
Annexure A to the Claim Statement and claim made by the 
Petitioner union. Hence for all these reasons, the 
Respondent prays that the claim may be dismissed with 
costs. 

5. In these Circumstances, the points for my 
consideration are:— 

(i) “Whether the claim of the Petitioner union for 
payment of TA/DA, Payment of medical fees, 
full wages from 20-5-2002 to 30-01-2003 for the 
ten workmen mentioned in the reference is legal 
and justified?*’ 

(ii) “To what relief the concerned employees are 
entitled?" 

Point No. 1:— 

6. The admitted facts of this case are as per the 
Mines Act and Rules, periodical medical examination of 
mines workers have to be conducted and as per the 
direction from Directorate General of Mines Safety, the 
Respondent/Management herein arranged for medical 
examination of all the 118 workers in the mines. In the 
medical examination conducted by Dr. E. Kandasamy, 
who is a Civil Assistant Surgeon, found that out of 118 
workers, 99 workers were found medically fit and 19 workers 
were found medically unfit and accordingly, he issued 
certificates in Form‘O’ which was marked as Ex. MI and 
basing on it the Respondent/Management issued a notice 
dated 3-4-2002 under Ex. W-7 series informing that the 
Respondent was proceeding to declare these workers 


that they would no longer be in service after 33 days from 
the date of receipt of the notice and after that on 16-5-2002 
. the Respondent discharged the 19 workers. After that 10 
out of 19 workers have preferred an appeal before the 
Appellate Medical Board and the medical board after re¬ 
examination has declared them as fit to continue in mines. 
Subsequently, they have been reinstated in service by 
Respondent/Management. 

7. The contention of the Petitioner in this case is 
that the concerned ten workmen were victimized by 
Respondent/Management because these ten workers join 
the Petitioner union and the Respondent/Management by 
the reason of undue influence made the medical 
practitioner who examined the concerned ten workers gave 
false medical certificate, which was ultimately disproved 
by the Appellate. Medical Board after re-examination. It 
is further contended on behalf of the Petioner that, these 
ten workers have suffered a huge economic loss because 
of this unfair attitude of the. Respondent/Management and 
had these ten workmen been on service between 
20-5-2002 and 30-1-2003 (8 months and 10 days) the wages 
would have been Rs. 19,620 per worker and this wage was 
denied by the Respondent/Management because of the 
illegal termination. Further they have not gainfully 
employed during this period, on the other hand, they have 
incurred an amount of Rs 6000 which being travelling and 
other expenses to attend the re-examination before the 
Appellate Medical Board. Further they have paid Rs. 300 
each towards payment of medical fees as per section 29(j) 
of the Mines Act, this medical fees should be refunded to' 
the concerned employees, if the Appellate Medical Board 
finds the workmen are medically fit for appointment. In 
this case, since the Medical Board had found these ten 
workers are medically fit to work in mines, they are entitled 
to this amount also and therefore, the Respondent is liable 
to pay the claim made by the Petitioner union for the 
concerned employees. 

8. But, as against this, on behalf of the Respondent 
it is contended that reference itself is incompetent and 
bad in law. The Petitioner union has no locus standi to 
raise the present and there is no proper espousal of present 
dispute by substantial number of workmen, which is the 
basic requirement for the dispute. The next contention of 
the Respondent in this case is it is false to allege that the 
medical officer did not properly examine them and the 
Respondent/Management has exercise undue influence 
over the Doctor to declare them as unfit to work in mines. 
It is only after proper medical examination after periodical 
check up and after a lapse of five years, the concerned 
employees were declared as unfit. Further, the said Doctor 
has declared the 19 workers out of 118 workers as unfit 
and out of which 9 workers have accepted the report of 
medical examination and they have been discharged from 
service. Therefore, there is no merit in the contention of 
the Petitioner that the Doctor has not properly examined 
the concerned employees and the Respondent has 
exercised undue influence over the Doctor and the 
concerned workers have been rightly termination after 
medical examination in accordance with Mines Rules. It is 
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further alleged on behalf of the Respondent that there is 
no proof to show that they have been victimized by the 
Respondent/Management since, they joined the Petitioner 
union. With regard to their claim of back wages from 
20-5-2002 to 30-1-2003 they have raised the industrial 
dispute questioning their non-employment and the same 
was referred to by the Central Govt, by an order dated 
2-4-2003 which was then taken on file by this Tribunal as 
I.D. No.64/2003. However, since the Petitioner herein did 
not enter appearance nor filed any Claim Statement even 
after two notices, hence this Tribunal by its award dated 
11-9-1993 observed that the Petitioner union is not 
interested in pursuing this reference and in view of these 
circumstances, the Tribunal returned the reference made 
in the Industrial Dispute to the Ministry for want of 
prosecution. Therefore, non-employment of these 
workmen which arose pursuant to the discharge from 
service by an order dated 16-5-2002 has become final, as 
there is no award holding that termination of these workmen 
is unjustified nor is there any award directing reinstatement 
of these ten workmen. Further, they have not claimed back 
wages in I.D. No. 117/2003 which was filed by them for 
reinstatement. Under such circumstances, they cannot 
claim any amount from this Respondent. It is the further 
contention of the Response that no doubt under Rule 
29J(3) of .Mines Rules it is mentioned that ‘in case, the 
Appellate Medical Board finds the workmen fit for 
employment in mines, the fees of Rs. 300 can be refunded’ 
but for that amount also the concerned workmen are not 
entitled to get the same. Therefore, they are not entitled to 
claim any amount from the Respondent as alleged by them. 
The Respondent further disputed the claim made by the 
concerned workers with regard to their salary and other 
things. . 

9. It is admitted in this case that there is no specific 
rule which says that under these circumstances the workers 
are entitled to reimburse the amount for the discharge. In 
this case if the Petitioner is established before this Court 
that the concerned workers have been terminated by the 
Respondent/Management illegally and if the Petitioner is 
established before this Tribunal that the concerned Doctor 
was influenced by the Respondent/Management to give a 
certificate that they a/e medically unfit, I think they are 
entitled to get the amount claimed by them. But, there is 
no proof to establish fact that Respondent/Management 
has wantonly victimized the concerned workmen in this 
case. It is admitted by the Petitioner that as per Mines 
Rules and Act periodical medical check up has to be done 
and all the the 118 workers have been periodically checked 
up by the Doctor and the Doctor has examined all the 118 
mines workers and he declared only 19 persons as medically 
unfit to work in mines. Under such circumstances, I am of 
the opinion that the Petitioner has not established the 
allegations that the Respondent/Management has 
wantonly victimized the concerned workers due to the 
fact that they have joined the Petitioner union. Similarly, 
they have also not established the fact that the Respondent 
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has influenced the Doctor to gives such a certificate to 
them. As I have already stated that there is no provision 
in the Mines Act or Rules that in such circumstances the 
workers concerned, are entitled to claim the amount from 
the Respondent/ Management. In these circumstances, it 
is pertinent to note that the Deputy Director of Mines 
Safety though has given a criminal complaint before the 
Judicial Magistrate No. V at Tirunelveli with regard to the 
Respondent/Management and also the Doctor, but the 
Hon'ble High Court of Madras has quashed the criminal 
complaint pending before the Judicial Magistrate. Under 
these circumstances, at cannot be said that without 
following the procedure the Doctor has given a certificate 
stating that the 19 workers are medically unfit. Therefore, 
the allegation of the Petitioner that without proper 
examination, the Doctor has declared the concerned 
employees are unfit to work in the mines is not proved. As 
I have already stated, it is also not proved before this 
Tribunal that the Respondent has wantonly victimized the 
concerned employees on the ground that they have joined 
the Petitioner union. No doubt, the' Secretary of the 
Petitioner union has examined himself in this case and 
has stated that the concerned workers have not gainfully 
employed during the period of discharge namely from 20- 
5-2002 to 30-1-2003 (eight months and ten days), since 
the Petitioner has not established that they are legally 
entitled to the amount claimed for the period, 1 am not 
inclined to accept the contention that concerned workers* 
are entitled to get the amount from the Respondent. The 
concerned workmen also claimed payment of T.A./D.A. 
for their appearance before the Appellate Medical Board 
at Dhanbad, but they have not stated under what provision 
of rule or law, they are entitled to claim the payment of 
T.A./D.A. for appearance before the Appellate Medical 
Board. As I have already stated that since they have not 
established the fact that the Respondent has victimized 
and wantonly terminated the services of the concerned 
employees, I am not inclined to accept the contention that 
only because of the action of the Respondent/ 
Management, they have to appear before the Appellate 
Medical Board. Unless and until they have established 
the fact that the Doctor has committed a gross misconduct 
in giving his opinion and unless and until they have not 
established the fact that Respondent/Management has 
wantonly victimized the concerned employees on the 
ground that they have joined the Petitioner union, I am 
not in a position to give the relief claimed by the Petitioner 
union.. 

10. The next thing to be decided in this case is — 

"Whether the payment of medical fees of Rs. 300 

made by the concerned workers are to be reimbursed 

by the Respondent/Management or not?" 

11.It is admitted that as per section 29J(3) of Mines 
A’ct, in. case, the Appellate Medical Board finds the 
workman fit for employment in mines, the fees of Rs. 300 
can be refunded. In this case, after the certificate given by 
Dr. E. Kandasamy, the Appellate Medical Board had 
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re-examined the concerned employees and come to the 
conclusion that they are fit for employment in mines and 
therefore, I find the concerned workers are entitled to 
Rs. 300 which they have paid for medical re- examination 
before the Appellate Medical Board. No doubt, I find some 
force in the contention of the learned counsel for the 
Respondent that in the previous proceedings in I.D. No. 
117/2003 in which the concerned workmen have raised the 
dispute for reinstatement and they have not claimed back 
wages and they have not contested the case, on the other 
hand, they have filed a memo stating that the matter was 
settled out of Court and under such circumstances, they 
are not entitled to claim any amount from the Respondent/ 
Management, but though I am inclined to accept the 
contention of the Respondent with regard to the amount 
of back wages and also with regard to T.A./D.A., with 
regard to reimbursement of Rs. 300 since Rule 29J(3) clearly 
says that if the Appellate Medical Board had come to 
conclusion that the concerned employees are fit to 
continue in mines, they are entitled to be reimbursed. 
Under such circumstances, I find the concerned workers 
are entitled to get the amount which they have already 
paid for medical re-examination. As such, I find the demand 
for payment of TA/D.A. and demand for full-wages from 
20-5-2002 to 30-01 -2003 are not justified, the claim of refund 
of Rs. 300 is legal and justified. 

Point No. 2:— 

The next point to be decided in this case is to what 
relief the Petitioner is entitled? 

12. In view of my foregoing findings that except the 
medical fees of Rs. 300 paid by the concerned workers, the 
other demands made by the concerned workers are not 
justified, I find each employee mentioned in the reference 
is entitled to get medical fees of Rs. 300 paid by them 
towards medical re-examfnation. No Costs. 

13. Thus, the reference is answered accordingly. 

(Dictated to the P.A., transcribed and typed by him, 
corrected and pronounced by me in the open court on this 
day the 20th Jul y, 2006.) 

K. JAYARAMAN, Presiding Officer 

Witnesses Examined:— 


Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Pitchaiah 

W4 series 

Xerox copy of the wage slip 

W5 series Nil 

Xerox copy of the summons to 
witnesses and a letter from 
Director of Mines safety. 

W6 18-02-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from 
Government of India Enclosing 
standing orders. 

W7 series 

Xerox copy of the report of medical 
examination of workmen 
concerned in this dispute and 
notice from Respondent/ 
Management. 

W8 series Nil 

Xerox copy of the report of medical 
re-examination by appellate 
Medical Board of all concerned 
workmen. 

For the II Party/Management:— 

Ex. No. Date 

Description 

Ml Nil 

Xerox copy of the report of medical 
examination under rule 29B of 
Mines Rules. 

M2 22-11-02 

Xerox copy of the letter from 


Member Secretary enclosing 
Reports of Appellate Medical 
Board. 

M3 27-08-03 

Xerox copy of the resignation 
letter given by Pitchaiah. 

M4 27-11-03 

Xerox copy of the Award and 
covering letter of Tribunal. 

M5 18-12-97 

Xerox copy of the letter from RLC 
to Respondent Enclosing certified 
standing orders. 

M6 Nil 

Xerox copy of the criminal 
complaint preferred by Deputy 
Director of Mines Safety. 

M7 13-09-04 

Xerox copy of the order of High 
Court in OP No. 42699/03. 


For the I Party/Claimant WW1 Sri A.Vailkandan 
For the II Party/Management MW 1 Sri V.R. Rangarajan 

Documents Marked:— 

For the I Party/Claimant:— 

Description 

Xerox copy of the train tickets 

Xerox copy of the order issued to 
Palsamy 

Xerox copy of the order issued to 


M 4 araqjrc, 2006 

CET.3TT. 4168.—afteilPw 1947 (1947 

14) TSjft WQ 17 $ 
e hK L iR.^i*i 

33 ^ 4)4=fTRj <£ #3, 4 fife strife 4' 

tl<ehk 3?l£ilPr^ 3#RFW9R wffc ^ W 

57/98) ^ w! i, # 

25-9-2006 ^ W<f 

f 

[tf. ^f-26011 /30/87-^t-IIl4t. ] 


Ex. No. Date 
W 1 series 
W2 16-05-02 

W3 28-01-03 


3188GI/2006—25 
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New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4168.— In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 57/98) 
of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Bangalore now as shown in the Annexure in the Industrial 
Dispute between the employers in relation to the 
management of National Minerals Development 
Corporation and their workman, which was received by 
the Central Government on 25-9-2006. 


[No. L-2601 1/30/87-D-m.B] 
B. M- DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

BEFORE THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUS¬ 
TRIAL TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, 
BANGALORE 

Dated : 14th September 2006 

PRESENT: 


Shri A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
CR.No. 57/98 


I PARTY 

The General Secretary, 
Donimalai Iron Ore Project 
Employees Association, 
Donimalai Township, 
Donimalai, Bellary 
Dist-583118 
Karnataka State 


H PARTY 

The General Manager, 
National Mineral Development 
Corporation, Donimalai 
Township, Donimalai, 
Bellary District-583118 
Karnataka State. 


APPEARANCES 

1 si Party ShriB.D. Kuttappa, 

Advocate. 


2nd Party 


Shri Pradeep S. Sawkar 
Advocate. 


AWARD 


1. The Central Government by exercising the pow¬ 
ers conferred by clause (d) of sub-section 2A of the Sec¬ 
tion 10 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 has referred 
this dispute vide order. No. L-2601 l/30/87-D-III(B) dated 
12th June 1998 for adjudication on the following 
schedule : 


SCHEDULE 

"Whether the action of the management of M/s. 
Naional Mineral Development Corporation, 
Donimalai in not agreeing to extend the benefit of 
stepping up of pay of seniors drawing lesser pay 
than their juniors on appointment as per FR 22c is 
jusified? If not, to what relief the workmen are en¬ 
titled?” 


2. This is the dispute raised by the General Secre¬ 
tary, Donimalai Iron Ore Project Employees Association, 
Sandur Taluk, Bellary District in respect of 19 employees 
working under the management (names not mentioned and 
the case made out by the association, hereinafter called 
the first party union) is that these 19 employees joined the 
services of the management on different dates and one 
employee by name Shri D. Sathiyaseelan joined the ser¬ 
vice on 29-10-1977 in the Civil department. Though he 
joined the service subsequent to the said 19 employees, 
he has been drawing salary higher than those 19 employ¬ 
ees and therefore, anomaly arose on account of promo¬ 
tion and appointment of the said Sathiyaseelan and the 
other 19 employees who were seniors to him; that said 
Sathiyaseelan became eligible for annual increment in the 
month of January i.e. on 1-1-1986 and he was promoted 
and appointed on 30-12-1985 in the grade of Mechanic 
Cum Operator Grade-II w.e.f. 30-12-1985. On promotion 
and appointment he became eligible for annual increment 
whereas, the employees involved in this dispute were ap¬ 
pointed and promoted on different dates around the year 
1985 and they became eligible to draw the annual incre¬ 
ment after they were appointed and promoted. It is at this 
stage said Sathiyaseelan started drawing a higher basic 
pay above these 19 employees; that in case of anomaly 
which has happened in the instant case it is to be rectified 
by taking recourse to the provisions of FR 22c as per the 
practice and procedure being followed from the inception 
till the recent past. However, the management has not fol¬ 
lowed the procedure as prescribed under FR 22c; that 
though the service condition of the employees in the man¬ 
agement is governed by the Service Regulations as well 
as Standing Orders but whenever the Regulations are not 
applicable then the provisions set out in FR 22c is made 
applicable as evident from the Regulation 6 of the NMDC 
Service Regulations. Therefore, the management is not 
justified in allowing the junior to draw the basic pay which 
is higher than the Seniors. In the result, the employees 
involved in this case are entitled to the relief of step up of 
their pay and consequential benefits. 

3. The management by its Counter Statement op¬ 
posing the claim of the first party union among other things 
contended that the demand made by it for applying FR 
22c in order to step up the pay of the Seniors is miscon¬ 
ceived and untenable as the said provisions is not appli¬ 
cable at all; that the Certified Standing Orders as well as 
the Rules and Regulations of the management corpora¬ 
tion regulate the service conditions of its employees cov¬ 
ering all matters namely, Seniority, fixation of pay on ap¬ 
pointments, promotions etc; that consequent on the imple¬ 
mentation of the settlement dated 17-9-1983, certain anoma¬ 
lies regarding Juniors drawing higher pay than the Se¬ 
niors had cropped up due to the fact that in certain cases 
the pay in two different stages in pre-revised scales had 
been fixed at the same stage in the revised scale. Those 



[■’TFT II—3(ii>] 


:3T^R21, 2006/3TrfcEpT 29, 1928 


9017 


anomalies were taken up at the corporate level in bipartite 
meetings and in this regard a decision was taken in the 
meeting held 9-2-1985 and an office order dated 18-3-1985 
was issued setting right the anomalies; that the demand 
of the first party union is intended to give undue benefits 
to certain workmen by way of seeking of step up their pay 
on par with their juniors under the provisions of FR 22C 
which provisions are not automatically applicable in the 
case of workmen of the corporation governed by the wage 
settlements. The said provision is applicable only in 
respect of any class of Govt, servants to which the 
President may, by general or special order declare it to be 
applicable; that in the case of appointment to higher post 
by open selection, the workman may get appointed to any 
higher post on the basis of his qualification, performance 
in the test/interview etc. and in such cases there cannot 
be any comparison of his seniority vis-a-vis others, in the 
lower post. A workman who may be junior in the lower 
post may on appointment to higher post draw higher pay 
in the higher post by virtue of his standard date of incre¬ 
ment, the revision of wage structure taking place in be¬ 
tween the date of his selection and appointment vis-a-vis 
his erstwhile seniors in the lower post. The seniority is 
maintained post wise and therefore, when appointment is 
made to a higher post by open selection among the de¬ 
partmental candidates there is possibility of a junior in the 
lower post getting appointed to a higher post earlier to his 
seniors in the lower post on the basis of his performance 
in the interview/test. Therefore, question of comparing 
his seniority in the lower post and also his pay in the 
lower post does not arise apart from it being irrelevant and 
unjustified; that wherever certain workmen who were se¬ 
niors in the lower post have been appointed to the higher 
posts much earlier to the appointment of their junior in the 
lower post, their pay in the higher post is fixed as per the 
normal rules of the corporation with reference to their pay 
in the lower post. Subsequently if another workman junior 
to the seniors is also selected and appointed to the same 
higher post, his pay is also fixed with reference to his 
basic pay in the lower pest. If his pay in the lower post 
happens to be more by virtue of drawal of increment in the 
lower post and fixation of his pay in the revised scale of 
pay as per the wage settlement, it is likely that he may 
draw higher pay On appointment to the higher post sub¬ 
sequently. In that case Seniors appointed earlier cannot 
claim stepping up of their pay on par with the pay of the 
juniors drawn in the lower post. Therefore, the stepping 
up of the pay of the workman appointed to higher post 
earlier cannot be done by the application of FR 22C on par 
with the workman subsequently appointed to the higher 
post. Therefore, the claim of the first party is far fetched, 
ill-conceived without any merit and is liable to be rejected. 

4. During the course of trial, the management 
examined one witness as MW1 by filing his affidavit 
evidence and got marked 5 documents at EX. Ml to M5. 


This witness who happened to be working as 
Dy. Manager, Personnel in the management reiterated al¬ 
most all the aforesaid contentions taken by the manage¬ 
ment in the Counter Statement and he was cross examined 
on behalf of the first party union/workman. However, de¬ 
spite the sufficient opportunity given to the first party 
union and its workmen they have not led any oral or docu¬ 
mentary evidence in support of their claim made out in the 
Claim Statement. When the matter was taken up for final 
argument on 22-8-2006 there was no representation from 
the first party union/workmen and learned counsel ap¬ 
pearing for them also remained absent. Therefore, after 
hearing the learned counsel for the management, case is 
posted this day for award. 

5. As argued for the management, the averments in 
the affidavit filed by its witness touching the important 
particulars of the case have remained to be challenged in 
his cross examination on behalf of the first party. There 
was no case made out by the first party' in the cross exami¬ 
nation of MW 1 as to how the management was not justi¬ 
fied in not stepping up the pay of the employees involved 
in the present dispute except to elicit from his mouth that 
the pay of the employees who have raised the present 
dispute is less than the pay of the said Sathiyaseelan as 

. per the document produced and marked at EX.W1 in his 
cross examination. Therefore, the affidavit evidence of 
MW I since has gone very much unchallenged and 
uncontroverted on the material aspects of the case not 
disputing the fact that in case of promotion of the junior 
appointed to the higher post drawing higher salary in the 
lower post his pay will be fixed on promotion taking into 
consideration the salary drawn by him in the lower post. It 
is the case of the management that when junior is pro¬ 
moted on the basis of open selection and merit and if his 
salary as a junior in the lower post was higher then the 
salary of his Senior in lower grade before promotion, pro¬ 
vision of FR 22c is not applicable. This position of law has 
not been challenged during the course of cross examina¬ 
tion of MW1. Provisions of FR 22 c read as under:— 

'“The anomaly should be directly as a result of the 
r application of FR 22C. For example, if even in she 
lower post the junior officer draw s from time to time 
a higher rate of pay than the senior by virtue of 
grant of advance increments, the above provisions 
will not be invoked to step up the pay of the senior 
officer. The orders refixing the pay of the senior 
officers in accordance with the above provisions 
shall be issued under FR 27. The next increment of 
the senior officer will be drawn on completion of the 
requisite qualifying service with effect from the date 
of refixation of pay.' 

6. Therefore, as contended for the management, if in 
the lower post the junior officer was drawing from time to 
time a higher rate of pay than the senior by virtue of grant 
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of advance increments, the above provision namely, FR 
22C will not be invoked to step up the pay of the Senior 
Officer. Therefore, the statement of MW 1 in his affidavit 
on the above position of law not being challenged and 
disputed in the course of his cross examination or atleast 
by way of any oral or documentary evidence on the part 
of the first party union/workmen, this court is left with no 
option but to go by the averments made in the affidavit of 
MW 1 on the above said position of law namely, the provi¬ 
sions of FR 22C. As noted above, FR 22C is not applicable 
when a junior was promoted and appointed having higher' 
salary than his Seniors in the lower post, his salary namely 
on promotion and appointment will be higher than the 
salary drawn by his Seniors on their promotion and ap¬ 
pointment. It is not the case of the first party union/work- 
men that the said Sathiyaseelan though happened to be 
junior to the employees involved in this case was not 
drawing salary higher than his seniors before he was 
promoted and appointed to the higher post. It is also not 
the case of the first party union/workmen much less to be 
established that said Sathiyaseelan was promoted on the 
basis of open selection based on merits. Therefore, in the 
light of the above, there is no hesitation in coming to the 
conclusion that first party union/workmen have failed to 
establish their claim that provisions of FR 22C are appli¬ 
cable in their case for stepping up of their pay on par with 
their junior, Sathiyaseelan and that the management was 
not justified in not resorting to the said provision. Hence 
Jhe following award :— 

AWARD 

The reference stands dismissed. No costs. 

(Dictated to PA transcribed by her corrected and 
signed by me on 14th Septembr 2006) 

A.R. SIDDIQUI, Presiding Officer 
fcmt, 4 2006 

W.3TT. 4169.—faclK 1947 (1947 

«FT 14) ^ *7TO 17 ^ rf, A 

UKR Mlfcl«h chtdl eft U^f- 
cf3T ^ aft* SFJsm 4 

iw (wt7Fs4T 12/2003) ^tt 
y=blP*ld TOft t, ^fl 26-9-2006 

W «TTI 

[7T. TTeT-11011/65/2002(fafsm)] 
^f. TR. tfaz, 3731 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4169*— In Pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Ref. No. 12/2003) 


of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal/Labour Court 
Kota (Rajasthan) now as shown in the Annexure in the 
Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation to 
the management of M/s. Maksood Ahmad S/o Suleman 
Bhai Limestone Khadan Malik and their workman, which 
was received by the Central Government on 26-9-2006. 

[No. L-J1011/65/2002-IR (M)] 

B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

'414lp7 c f< IJ l/4i'?04/ c hYd|/Il31. 

Rldioli 3Tf%T^FRt- 2FIT, 3TR.X!^.^.TTH. 

'ST^I ^IT./^fa/12/03 

: 13 — 2—03 

WT : 7TT3FR, m H4ld4, Tf %rft ^ 371^lfc 

l^rf-29011/65/2002 (T^) ft 4-2-03 

3RPfd KfRT 10( I )(^) 

aMfe 1947 

TTSZT 

f^ToTr i 

--"5rr*ff 9rfrraT 

■4 ^ 9ft <pnTR «TT$, 

HlPl c h, ^<*Sd Pjidi ^'tdl I 

—3Tsn«ff 

T'rfWrT 

9ffac6 ^fWT ^7T 3TP ^ yPdPdPl: 9ft TTcft^T T^t 

9ft OTltW 7<n 

(^t) 

3TSfT*rf Pf4ft'4< : h "^ff •3Tt7 7t : ^t ^t.eft. "3^ 

r\ . 

9tt 

3ffaf^ : 23-8-06 

W Wtm, 9R M %Tft SKT 3PT} ^RT 

37T^T f^TT^ 4-2-03 ^ fTR 3ft?nta fzRK 

3#fPdRM 1947 ‘ ‘ 3#4tWT ’ ’ 7t 

^TT) ^t *ITO 10( 1 ) w ^ w ^TPTTp^rPh ^t 

3ff^Pdu[i|i5j 'HH^Pud f^IT i 
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“RRT U«RFT 9ft RRRJ^ W fR 9ft ^R»HHRlf 
PfffR ftfa tSKIH RlfihR*, Rf?d faffiT ftfel TR. URT 
^rft 7§rm ft ^pfar +*T+rT ft fan* Rift 
SKI ^facfc "ft qftcft "1 eh<^ ft «4}|<f^l^l 4 fad 
RR ^TTWTcT $? Rfa ftf ft RRfacT eh~4=FH faRT 

3TfftR ft fr^r ft ?” 

2 . frSfrR, ^nRifaRR"! ft utrt ftft rt ftffa^ tort 

WRTlft ft *£ddl fqfaqa ft ^nft ft Rft I Rift 9<pH<ti 
ffaRRRft ft* ft arm Rftu TTRpr fro rrt 1 

t 

3. H*iq<n1 Rlftft?Tftft 'Jiqiq 3Mftfa. 6-1-07 ft 

fror ft, fa?R| tot frr uift ftft? ffaRR y fa fa fa 

9ft wftw fR arorft ur^tr? tok ft 

■^rpnfa^T ■ft' ■sufrsra ftfan: ftfRR ■ft uTftn-uR ft to 

*mftdl-RR 3Rfd R?T RF faftR fa?RT fa? ^jfa? RTOft ft 

rsr ftfad urt*"t ft ftR? ^tpttppt ft tort ft ftffa Ffa* 
srrcft tft#rt ft w t, 3M: wi# to ft r?tr rit 
RTRftffa oft 3TTRR R7 "RFlft oft 3nfaiH <^4 ft faRTlffa 

r>* fftr Rnft 1 -q^rft ft upfai ft to ftft ft ft 
uft 1 usjdgq TFrsfIft-UR ft 7ft ft. 2 ft RpSidi^uK usiRnft 
ft *pr rf rr fan fa? trrir?, ftwr ft t^tj totf ft 
R?pf*cl «HK1 RTft-ftpTRTft ft 54 ■$. yfdfad H^'^0 RRT *iKd 
TPRTK SRI ftfft fftfa *TRT ft TTRR-TOR RT Rffaftft?! 
5 V 11 , ^JRRFT =tAui RRT 7sTSH ft facial<s g s ft R?TR R?ft Rift 
RRRT R?ft/ftTFTft ft 65 ?. yfaftd R^ft R ftfacT Rfftft 
RtTT ftfT I Tift ft 3 ft Rf%TTfRR 3FRTRT ftfa ^/W ft 
^faRT Rftt Tftn to: (toRr) R?t 78 Ufa ftf 
R?«R TOf ^ft faTO ft R RRd RWR SRI fttfad yRd^dVlld 

wt^-rri r?f ftnr 1 ?fa ft. 4 ft 'dfaidi^K wi 

■ft sri ft^Hid ft RnftRi Rjft^uffaf R?t famftt fap 2000 fiR? 

IftcRH t, R?t 100^. UfaRI^R^Tft 34faR?ftcB Rift Rift 
Rft 150 yfdMI6 ftcR^fe R>t *M R fttfad faftt iii'S’J-s R?T 
faftUR^ftlt-Rrnftt f I TdHfa?RT'5nft T IT ITRfft. 5 ft qPmi^K 
RPfT ft 4 R 5 ftR ( < ij’1 t l , 1) SKI R^ aftfttfaR? tRR^R RRlft 
Wft Rft RTRR ft ftt Rftt I TRf ft. 6 ft Rfal cfl^RK RRT ft. 6 

ft cTfTd W! ft RUfttR Slfaftf R R?ftRlffaf ft R^ft ftt 

TOcff RT^TI RR? ftt fftdlft Ril fa^T ft?T R?ft R7 ft 

RTftft t Tift ft. 7 ft RfaffiTfRR RRt 9rfftftf/R?ftRlfaft' ftt 
faRRTfRR RlftclfaR? aTR^TTT fftn ‘Rlftll RTcf ft. 8 ft qf^ioi^-HK 
w ft Rnftn ftftt 9 ifa <ft ^ R ifa ft ft! fa^q r fflH faft i if i a^ 
ftt ftfaRT yd^Rt SRI ft Rlftft I Rt? ft rr fan fa? ayOdd 
RRftcTT 1 -4-2002 ft URIRftfal ftfal RRT ft ft ftftR RFftfl 
^RRn^rRH^RR#ftftRTFftar^-3R<RftR CftRRR) 
Ufafafa ft RR3T 9lfRftf ft RR fftn Uffam I 

^fft R^R?ft ft R«R ftfaR ftnftR/faRTS ft RRftRR 
urtr ft amrft RR^ffaT trr^r ft rri ^ aft^ RR^Ifa rrrrt 

T T^l't>R') ft R*R aTR ftt| faqis ftR Rft TFT ■§■, 3TcT: RF FRft 


aifdRdd aFR ft^ arjcffa anrrft ur>rr? ft utrt rr} ft 
arfaRnft ftt 4 u^fd^i RRsrft ft anRR rt ^ ft fad 
ftiftR? ft fft to arfafafSm rr adRd tftRT uncn f i 

ft. ft. fRn, ^RTRTRtTT 
ft far#, 4 aTR^R, 2006 

Rn.arr. 4170.—afiftfa^faRrs arfafftR, 1947 (1947 
Rn 14) ft RRT 17 ft arfRTR ft, ftftR trrtr ftfft 
ffaftftt falffts ft URRRR ft Rfts faft^lft aflT RRft 

RRfailft ft ftfa, 3TfRR ft fafe affatfaR? faRIS ft ftftR 
RRRTR afftfaR? aifaRR*n/9TR ^RTRIFTR, fFTT^TR (ftfaft) 
ft W (Tfaft TR5RI 78/2006) ft URftftd RR# t, ft 
ftftR TRRTR ft 27-9-2006 ft UTRT fan RTI 

[ft.R^-30012/33/99-an^. TO (fafaR)] 
ft. fR. 31RR RfaR 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4170. — In pursuance of Section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947), the Central 
Government hereby publishes the award (Reference No. 
78/2006) of the Central Government Industrial Tribunal-cum- 
Labour Court, Ernakulam as shown in the Annexure in 
the Industrial Dispute between the employers in relation 
to the management of Cochin Refineries Ltd. and their 
workman, which was received by the Central Government 
on 27-9-2006. 

[No. L-30012/33/99-IR (Misc.)} 
B. M. DAVID, Under Secy. 

ANNEXURE 

IN THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT INDUSTRIAL 
TRIBUNAL-CUM-LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 

PRESENT 

Shri P.L. Norbert, B.A., L.L.B., Presiding Officer 
(Thursday the 21st day of September, 2006/ 

30th Bhadrapada, 1928) 

I. D. 78/2006 

I.D. 74/99 of State Labour Court, Ernakulam 


Workman/Union 

The General Secretary 

Cochin Refineries Employees’ 
Association Ambalamughal 
Cochin 


Adv. Shri C.S. AjithPrakash 

Management 

The General Manager (HRM) 
Cochin Refineries Ltd. 
Ambalamughal 

Cochin 


Adv. M/s Menon & Pai 
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AWARD 

This is a reference made by Central Government 
under Section 10( 1 )(d) of Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 for 
adjudication to State Labour Court, Emakulam from where 
later it was transferred to this court as per order of High 
Court of Kerala. The reference is :— 

“Whether the action of the management of Cochin 
Refineries Ltd. to limit on duty facility to office 
bearers of the unions to attend conciliation 
proceedings for issues of collective nature is 
justified? If not, to what relief the workmen are 
entitled to?” 

2. Though notice was sent from this court to both 
parties and they had entered appearance initially, thereafter 
the union is remaining absent. Both sides have filed their 
pleas.. But neither the office bearer of the union nor the 
counsel is present to adduce evidence and proceed with 
the case. Hence it has to be presumed that there is no 
existing dispute for adjudication. Therefore I find that the 
action of the management in treating the participation of 
office bearers of the union in conciliation proceedings 
involving issues of collective nature alone as duty, is 
justified and an award is passed accordingly. No cost. 

Dictated to the Personal Assistant, transcribed and 
typed by her, corrected and passed by me on this the 21 st 
day of September, 2006. 

P. L. NORBERT, Presiding Officer 

APPENDIX: NIL 

M fccrft, 4 3T^R, 2006 ■ 

W.3TT. 4171.— TJZH ^tRT SlfafwT, 1948 
(1948 34) *TRT-1 ^t^R-*IRT (3) IRTTOT ¥lfsftWf 

TRTft ^ ftr, -^#4 l^gKI 16 2006 ^ 

TR cllflta ^ ^ 

37«3TPT~4 (44 c* 45 *IRT ^ fTOT ^ TOl 3 TPfcrT Fl 
t) afa 6 (*m 76 (l) afa *trt H, 

78, 79 afo 81 ^ Tpfft f) ^ 

Ri fhHfcdfeld ItRt, 

'‘faeTT-*TR, 3 TTR 

Rfararf ^ aFrhfa srri ^ m ajkilPiot, m 3 r=i 
4 RfSTT, RR ^ ^TST TO TITaraH TOl H TRJoT 

%TT ^TT f |” 

pit f^-38013/55/2006-WR~l] 

T^T.'St. 3fcRR, 3RR TffcRT 

New Delhi, the 4th October, 2006 

S.O. 4171. —In exercise of the powers conferred by 
sub-section (3) of Section 1 of the Employee’s State 
Insurance Act, 1948 (34 of 1948) the Central Government 
hereby appoints the 16th October, 2006 as the date on which 
the provisions of Chapter IV (except Sections 44 and 45 


which have already been brought into force) and Chapter V 
and Vi (except sub-section (1) of Section 76 and Sections 
77, 78, 79, and 81 which have already been brought into 
force) of the said Act shall come into force in the following 
areas in the State of Madhya Pradesh namely :— 

“The area comprising the Municipal Limits of 
Pithampur, including Industrial Area Sector III and IV in 
Tehsil Pithampur District : Dhar in addition to areas in 
which the said provisions of the Act have already been 
brought into force.” 

[No. S-38013/55/2006-SS-I] 
S.D. XAVIER, Under Secy. 
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New Delhi, the 1 0th October, 2006 

S.O. 4172. —Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of Sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour S.O. No. 
2011 dated 10-5-2006 the service in the any Oil Field which 
is covered by item 17 of the First Schedule to the Industrial 
Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) to be a public utility service 
for the purpose of the said Act, for a period of six months 
from the 19th May, 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 
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Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a public 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period 
of six months from the 19th November, 2006. 

[F. No. S-l 1017/10/97-IR(PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR, Jt. Secy: 
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F?R, 7RJFF FfFF 

New Delhi, the 10th October, 2006 

S.O. 4173. —Whereas the Central Government 
having been satisfied that the public interest so requires 
that in pursuance of the provisions of sub-clause (vi) of 
the clause (n) of Section 2 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 
1947 (14 of 1947), declared by the Notification of the 
Government of India in the Ministry of Labour S.O. No. 

.dated 13-4-2006 the service in the Security Printing 

Press, Hyderabad which is covered by item 12 of the First 
Schedule to the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (14 of 1947) 
to be a public utility service for the purpose of the said 
Act, for a period of six months from the 17th April, 2006. 

And whereas, the Central Government is of opinion 
that public interest requires the extension of the said period 
by a further period of six months. 

Now, therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred 
by the proviso to sub-clause (vi) of clause (n) of Section 2 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947, the Central 
Government hereby declares the said industry to be a public 
utility service for the purposes of the said Act, for a period 
of six months from the 17th October, 2006. 

[F.No. S. 11017/8/97-IR(PL)] 
GURJOT KAUR, Jt. Secy. 
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